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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Timothy L. Odom appeals the district court's revocation of his con-
current terms of supervised release and the resulting consecutive sen-
tences based on his two previous convictions. Odom's attorney has
filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738
(1967), asserting that jurisdiction over one term of supervised release
was improperly transferred, that revocation of both terms of super-
vised release was error, and that imposition of consecutive sentences
was clearly unreasonable. Odom did not file a supplemental pro se
brief. In accordance with the requirements of Anders, we have exam-
ined the entire record and find no meritorious issues for appeal.

We first find that jurisdiction over Odom's supervised release was
properly transferred despite his lack of knowledge concerning the
transfer. See 18 U.S.C. § 3605 (1994); United States v. Ohler, 22 F.3d
857, 858-59 (9th Cir. 1994). We next find that the district court did
not abuse its discretion in revoking Odom's concurrent terms of
supervised release based on his admitted violations. See United States
v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829, 831 (4th Cir. 1992). Finally, we find that the
district court was well within its discretion to impose consecutive sen-
tences based on Odom's admitted violations, as it adopted the factual
findings of the probation officer, considered the applicable guidelines
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provisions, and stated that consecutive sentences would allow Odom
the needed time to obtain appropriate counseling. See United States
v. Johnson, 138 F.3d 115, 119 (4th Cir. 1998). Accordingly, we
affirm the district court's judgments.

We deny counsel's motion to withdraw at this juncture. This court
requires that counsel inform his client, in writing, of his right to peti-
tion the Supreme Court of the United States for further review. How-
ever, if the client requests that such 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.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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