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PER CURI AM

Una Danielle Porter pled guilty to conspiracy to commt
arnmed bank robbery, 18 U . S.C. 8§ 371 (2000) (Count One); arned bank
robbery and ai ding and abetting, 18 U.S.C. 88 2113, 2 (2000) (Count
Two); using or carrying a firearmduring and in relation to a crinme
of violence, 18 U S.C. 8§ 924(c) (2000) (Count Three); and two
carjackings, 18 U S. C 8§ 2119 (2000) (Counts Four and Five).
Porter was sentenced to fifty-one nonths inprisonment and a
consecutive eighty-four-nonth sentence for the 8 924(c) offense.
Porter’s attorney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 U S 738 (1967), raising as a potentially
meritorious issue the district court’s refusal to depart downward
based on Porter’s assertion that she participated in the offenses

in an attenpt to avoid a greater harm U.S. Sentencing Guidelines

Manual 8§ 5K2.11, p.s. (2002), and coercion and duress, USSG
§ 2K2.12, p.s., but asserting that in her view there are no
meritorious issues for appeal. Porter has been infornmed of her
right to file a pro se supplenental brief, but has not filed a
brief. W affirmthe conviction and sentence.

We find that the issue presented in the Anders brief is

w thout nerit. United States v. Shaw, 313 F. 3d 219, 222 (4th Gr

2002) (appellate court lacks jurisdiction to review district
court’s refusal to depart unless the decision was based on a

m st aken belief that the court |acked |egal authority to depart).



Pursuant to Anders, we have reviewed the record for reversible
error and found none. We therefore affirm the conviction and
sentence. W deny counsel’s notion to withdrawat this tine. This
court requires that counsel informher client, in witing, of her
right to petition the Suprenme 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 frivol ous, then
counsel my nove this court for Jleave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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