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PER CURI AM

Tony Edwar d Col eman appeal s fromhi s conviction for conspiracy
to distribute controlled substances in violation of 21 U S.C. 88
841(a)(1l) & 846 (1994). Coleman’s counsel filed a brief in accor-

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

in her view there are no neritorious issues for appeal. Despite
notice fromthe court, Col eman has not filed a supplenental pro se
brief. The issues raised by Col eman’s counsel are without nerit.
After a review of the record, we affirmthe judgnent.

Col eman assigns error to the district court’s order denying
his notion for a newtrial on the grounds that one of the CGovern-
ment’ s key wi tnesses, Barry English, had a prior perjury conviction
unknown by the two parties until after Coleman’s conviction and
before sentencing. W reviewa district court’s denial of a notion

for a newtrial for an abuse of discretion. See United States v.

Arrington, 757 F.2d 1484, 1486 (4th Cr. 1985). W affirmthe con-
viction and district court’s order denying the notion for a new

trial on the reasoning of the district court. See United States v.

Col eman, CR-97-39 (WD. Va. Jul. 2, 1998).

This court requires that counsel inform her client, in
witing, of theclient’s right to petition the Suprene Court of the
United States for further review If the client requests that a
petition be filed, but counsel believes such a petition would be

frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for leave to



w thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on the client.

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and |ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

Court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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