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PER CURI AM

Keith WIIliam Hubbard appeals froma 180-nonth sentence im
posed following his guilty plea to being a felon in possession of
firearns, 18 U S.C A 8 922(g)(1) (Wst Supp. 1999). Hubbard’' s

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

386 U.S. 738 (1967). Counsel states that there are no neritorious
grounds for appeal but addresses the foll ow ng i ssues: whether the
district court erred in denying Hubbard’s notion to withdraw his
guilty plea, and whether the court erred in sentencing himas an
armed career crimnal. Although Hubbard was i nfornmed of his right
to file a supplenental brief, he has not filed a pro se brief.

We concl ude that the district court neither abused its discre-
tion by denying Hubbard's notion to withdraw his guilty plea nor
erred by sentencing Hubbard as an arned career crimnal. Further,
we have exam ned the entire record in this case in accordance with
the requirenents of Anders, and find no neritorious issues for
appeal . This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, 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 friv-
ol ous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave to w thdraw
from representation. Counsel's notion nust state that a copy
t hereof was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent

because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in



the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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