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PER CURI AM

Janes G Baughcone appeals his convictions after a jury tria
for incone tax evasion and failure to file incone tax returns. See
26 U.S.C A 88 7201, 7203 (West 1989 & Supp. 1999). On appeal, his

attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967), raising three issues but stating that, in his
view, there are no neritorious issues for appeal. Baughcone al-
| eges that district court erred: (1) by denying his notion for
acquittal; (2) in determning his sentencing range under the sen-
tencing guidelines; and (3) by denying his notion for a downward
departure.

I n accordance with Anders, we have exam ned the entire record’
in this case and find no reversible error. W therefore affirm
Baughcone’s conviction and sentence. This court requires that
counsel informhis client, inwiting, of hisright 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 frivolous, then counsel may nove in this
court for leave to withdraw fromrepresentati on. Counsel’s notion

nmust state that a copy thereof was served on the client.

Despite notice of his right to do so, Baughcone has not
filed a pro se supplenental brief.



We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the record and briefs, and

oral argument would not aid the decisional process.
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