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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

A jury convicted Lionel Allen Curtis of mailing threatening letters.
Curtis counsel hasfiled a brief pursuant to Andersv. California, 386
U.S. 738 (1967), alleging that the district court erred by sustaining
objections to Curtis testimony. Curtis hasfiled a pro se supplemental
brief in which he expands on counsel'sissue and also alleges that the
district court selectively applied procedural rules and erroneously
charged the jury. Finding no error, we affirm.

Curtisisamedically retired military veteran who became very

upset when the Veterans Administration ("VA™) began to cut back
on his benefits. Although heinitially tried |ess intense measures, Cur-
tis eventually became frustrated and mailed two lettersin which he
threatened various VA officials.

We review the district court's evidentiary decisions for abuse of
discretion and find none. See United Statesv. Hassan El, 5 F.3d 726,
731 (4th Cir. 1993). Curtis defended himself at trial, and the record
shows that the court was very patient with him. The statutes and trea-
tises Curtis wished to quote to the jury had nothing to do with the
charges against him and would have only confused and misled the
jury. We further find that any "selective" application of the procedural
rulesinured to Curtis benefit and reflected the district court's attempt
to accommodate Curtis, who was unlearned in the law. Finaly, we
find no error in the district court's charge to the jury.

We have examined the entire record in this case in accordance with
the requirements of Anders and find no meritorious issues for appeal .
The court requires that counsel inform his client, in writing, of his
right to petition the Supreme 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
move in this court for leave to withdraw from representation. Coun-
sel's motion must state that a copy thereof was served on the client.

Accordingly, we affirm Curtis' conviction. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
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sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



