IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-30740
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus

JUSTI N E. CALLAHAN,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
M ddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CR-69-ALL-C

April 13, 2001
Before JOLLY, SM TH, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The Federal Public Defender has filed a notion to
wthdraw fromthe representation of defendant Justin E. Call ahan,
who pleaded guilty to being a felon in possession of a firearmand
was sentenced to 180 nonths in prison. The Public Defender asserts
that there are no non-frivolous issues for appeal. Callahan has
filed a response to this notion alleging that whether he was
properly sentenced as an arned career crimnal presents a non-

frivol ous issue.

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH CR R 47.5. 4.



Under Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), an appointed

attorney nust foll owestablished standards when seeking to w thdraw
froma direct crimnal appeal because the appeal |acks any arguabl e
i ssue. After a “conscientious exam nation” of the case, the
attorney nust request permssion to withdraw and nust submt a
“brief referring to anything in the record that m ght arguably
support the appeal.” Id. at 744. The attorney nust isolate
“possi bly inportant issues” and nust “furnish the court wth
references to the record and |l egal authorities to aid it in its

appel late function.” United States v. Johnson, 527 F.2d 1328, 1329

(5th Gr. 1976). After the defendant has had an opportunity to
rai se any additional points, the court fully exam nes the record
and decides whether the case is frivolous. Anders, 386 U S. at
744.

Qur reviewof the record in this case reveals no non-frivol ous
i ssues for appeal. Callahan’s indictnent was sufficient; his
guilty plea was taken by the court under proper Rule 11 saf eguards;
the court conplied wth Rule 32 by affording Callahan an
opportunity to address the court; and his sentence was properly

enhanced under Taylor v. United States, 495 U S. 575 (1990). The

motion to withdraw is therefore GRANTED and the conviction is

AFFI RVED. See 5th Cr. R 42.2.



