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PER CURI AM

O d M chael Hawki ns appeal s fromhi s sentence i nposed for vi o-
lation of 18 U.S.C. 8 922(g)(1) (1994). W affirm

Hawki ns' attorney filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.

California, 386 U. S. 738 (1967), concl uding that there are no neri -

torious grounds for appeal, but raising the issue that the nagis-
trate judge erred by enhanci ng Hawki ns' sentence under 18 U.S.C. §
924(e) (1994) and refusing to grant Hawki ns a downward departure

under United States Sentencing Conm ssion, Guidelines Manual, 8§

4A1. 3 (Nov. 1995). Qur reviewreveals no error in these decisions.

Pursuant to Anders, this court has reviewed the record for
potential error and has found none. Therefore, we affirm Hawki ns'
sentence. This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme 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 frivo-
| ous, then counsel may nove this court for |eave to withdraw from
representation. Counsel's notion nust state that a copy thereof was
served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

Process.
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