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THOMPS ON, Judge
M1 This case comes to us as an appeal under Anders v.

California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967). Counsel for John Edward


rwillingham
Filed-1


Graham (defendant) has advised us that, after searching the
entire record, he has been unable to discover any arguable
questions of law and has fTiled a brief requesting that this
court conduct an Anders review of the record. Defendant has
been afforded an opportunity to file a supplemental brief 1iIn
propria persona, and he has not done so.

12 The Glendale Police pulled defendant over for a
traffic violation. The police officer found a sunglass case
containing tubing with a white residue that appeared to be
from smoking methamphetamine and a chewing gum tin containing
three small plastic bags in defendant”s pocket. One of the
plastic bags contained a white crystalline substance that
resembled methamphetamine. The white substance from the gum
tin was found to be a useable quantity of methamphetamine
after testing by the Department of Public Safety criminalist.
13 Defendant was charged in count one with possession
of dangerous drugs, a class 4 felony and in count two with
possession of drug paraphernalia, a class 6 felony. Defendant
was found guilty on both counts. Defendant was sentenced to
two years of supervised probation.

14 We have read and considered counsel’'s brief and have
searched the entire record for reversible error. See Leon,
104 Ariz. at 300, 451 P.2d at 881. We find none. All of the

proceedings were conducted 1in compliance with the Arizona



Rules of Criminal Procedure. So far as the record reveals,
defendant was adequately represented by counsel at all stages
of the proceedings, and the sentence iImposed was within the
statutory limits. Defendant’s counsel’s obligations in this
appeal are at an end and he need do no more than inform
defendant of the outcome of this appeal and his Tfuture
options, unless, wupon review, counsel finds an 1issue
appropriate for submission to the Arizona Supreme Court by
petition for review. See State v. Shattuck, 140 Ariz. 582,
584-85, 684 P.2d 154, 156-57 (1984).

15 We affirm the convictions and i1mposition of
probation.

/s/

JON W. THOMPSON, Judge

CONCURRING:

/s/

JOHN C. GEMMILL, Presiding Judge

/s/

PATRICK IRVINE, Judge



