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PER CURI AM

Li ndsay Lee Robinson, Jr., appeals his conviction and
sentence for one count of possession of a firearmby a convicted
felon, in violation of 18 U S C 88 922(g)(1), 924(a)(2).
Robi nson’s attorney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating that, in his opinion,
there are no neritorious issues for appeal. Although concl uding
t hat such all egations | acked nerit, counsel asserts that Robinson’s

sentence violates Blakely v. Wshington, 542 U S. 296 (2004).

Al t hough Robinson was informed of his right to file a pro se
suppl enental brief, he did not do so. Finding no reversible error,
we affirm

In the Anders brief, counsel asserts that the district
court erred when it enhanced Robi nson’ s sentence based on facts not
present in the indictnment, proved to a jury by a reasonabl e doubt,
or admtted by the defendant. However, Robinson’ s offense |eve
was not increased by any fact he did not admt in his factual basis
to his guilty plea.

Counsel also questions the validity of Al mendar ez-

Torres v. United States, 523 U. S. 224 (1998), in |ight of Blakely,

asserting that the district court erred when it calculated
Robi nson’s crim nal history category based on facts not present in
the indictnment, found by a jury by a reasonabl e doubt, or admtted

by the defendant. W find this claimneritless.



I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal. W therefore affirm Robinson’s conviction and sentence.
This court requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of
his right to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for
further review. If the client requests that a petition be filed,
but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivol ous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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