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PER CURI AM

Nat hani el Davi d Hammond appeal s t he 14-nonth sentence i nposed
by the district court® following his guilty plea to one charge of
defraudi ng a bank, in violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 1344, and one count
of unaut horized use of an access device, in violation of 18 U S.C
§ 1029. Counsel filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California,
386 U.S. 738 (1967). Al t hough we granted him leave to do so,
Hanmond has not filed a supplenmental brief.

Counsel 's Anders brief raises two i ssues. The first argunent
is that the district court incorrectly concluded Hanmond inflicted
a loss of $75,402.61, which resulted in a six-level increase in
Hanmond' s base of f ense | evel, pur suant to US. S G
§ 2F1.1(b)(1)(G. Hammond maintained in his witten objections to
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t he presentence investigation report that $8,000 of the total |oss
attributable to himshould be excluded fromthe | oss cal cul ation,
because this anobunt reflected credit card charges that were never
claimed as a loss by the card holders. W disagree. A district
court "need only make a reasonabl e estinmate of the | oss, given the
avail able information.” U S S .G 8 2F1.1 comment. (n.8). Under
section 2F1.1, the defendant is responsible for the total val ue of
t he possible | oss, rather than the actual loss. See United States
v. Smith, 62 F.3d 1073, 1079 (8th Cr. 1995). Hanmond never
mai nt ai ned, nuch | ess showed, that the $8,000 in credits to him
derived from legitimate transactions. Therefore, the district
court did not clearly err in assessing $75,402.61 as the total |oss
Hanmond attenpted to inflict. See United States v. Bender, 33 F. 3d
21, 23 (8th Cr. 1994) (district court's factual findings as to
amount of |oss under 8 2F1.1 reviewed for clear error).

The second argunent is that the district court erred in
considering at sentencing information derived from a prior
psychol ogi cal eval uation of Hamond that was not related to this
case. W are persuaded upon our review of the record, however
that the district court did not consider the information, and that
any error in failing to explicitly state that the court would not
consider the material was harmess. See United States v. Beatty,
9 F.3d 686, 690-91 (8th Cir. 1993) (district court's failure to
conply with Rule 32(c) was harm ess error).

W have reviewed the record to determ ne whether any other
nonfrivol ous i ssues exist, in accordance with Penson v. Chio, 488
US. 75, 80 (1988), and have found no such issues.

Accordi ngly, Hanmmond's conviction and sentence are affirned.
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