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PER CURI AM

Calvin Terrell WIllianms pled guilty to tw counts of
arnmed bank robbery, 18 U S. C § 2113(a), (d) (2000), and was
sentenced to 125 nonths i nprisonnent. Counsel has filed a brief in

accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating

that, in his view, there are no neritorious grounds for appeal but
addressing whether WIllians was conpetent to testify, whether the
district court erred in denying a mnor role adjustnent at
sentencing, United States Sentencing Guidelines Minual § 3Bl.2

(2000), and whether WIllians’ sentence violates United States v.

Booker, 125 S. . 738 (2005). Although advised of his right to
file a supplenmental pro se brief, WIlianms has not done so.
Counsel first addresses WIlianms’ conpetency to enter a
guilty plea. W have reviewed the transcript of Wllians’ Fed. R
Crim P. 11 hearing and conclude that the district court properly
ensured that WIllians was conpetent to plead guilty and that his

pl ea was knowi ng and voluntary. See Godinez v. Mran, 509 U S.

389, 400 (1993); United States v. Danon, 191 F.3d 561, 564 (4th

Cr. 1999).

Next, counsel questions the district court’s denial of a m nor
role adjustnent at sentencing. Here, WIllianms either directly
pl anned or, at the very least, materially helped carry out both
robberi es, was present when the robberies took place, and received

sonme of the proceeds. Accordingly, the district court did not



clearly err in denying Wllians a mnor participant adjustment.

United States v. Daughtrey, 874 F.2d 213, 218 (4th GCr. 1989)

(providing standard of review for factual determ nations, such as
whet her the appellant’s conduct warrants a mnor role sentencing
reducti on).

Finally, counsel raises as a potential issue the validity

of WIllians' sentence under United States v. Booker, 125 S. C. 738

(2005). W review issues raised for the first tinme on appeal for

plain error. See United States v. Hughes, 401 F.3d 540, 547 (4th

Cr. 2005). I n Hughes, we held that when a sentence cal cul ated
under the Sentencing Cuidelines exceeds the maxi mum sentence
authorized by facts found by the jury alone or admitted by the
defendant, the defendant could denonstrate plain error that
warrant ed resentenci ng under Booker. W find the district court
did not commt constitutional error, plain or otherwise, in
sentencing Wl lians because the termof inprisonnent is not greater
than that authorized by facts admtted by himat his plea hearing
and at sentencing. Nor can WIlianms denonstrate that any error in
i nposi ng his sentence under a mandatory gui del i nes schene affected

his substantial rights. See United States v. Wite, 405 F.3d 208

(4th Cr. 2005).
As required by Anders, we have exam ned the entire record
inthis case and found no error. Accordingly, we affirmWIIians’

convictions and sentence. This court requires that counsel inform
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Wllianms, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of
the United States for further review |If WIIlians requests that a
petition be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would
be frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for |leave to
wi thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on WIIians. W dispense with ora

argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not
aid the decisional process.
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