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Plaintiff - Appellee,
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Before TRAXLER, SHEDD, and DUNCAN, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURIAM:

William Averta Rorie pled guilty to conspiracy to

distribute more than five grams of cocaine base (crack), 21 U.S.C.

§ 846 (2000), and using and carrying a firearm in furtherance of a

drug trafficking crime, 18 U.S.C.A. § 924(c) (West Supp. 2007).  He

received a sentence of 292 months imprisonment for the drug offense

and a sixty-month consecutive term for the firearm conviction.

Rorie’s attorney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.

California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), raising two issues but stating

that, in his view, there are no meritorious issues for appeal.

Rorie has been informed of his right to file a pro se supplemental

brief, but has not filed a brief.  We affirm. 

On appeal, counsel suggests that the district court

clearly erred in finding that Rorie had an aggravated role in the

drug conspiracy and erred in making only a two-level adjustment for

acceptance of responsibility.  U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual

§§ 3B1.1(c), 3E1.1 (2004).  Our review of the record discloses that

the district court did not clearly err in determining Rorie’s role,

and did not err in refusing him a three-level adjustment in the

absence of the required government motion.  See USSG § 3E1.1(b).

Pursuant to Anders, we have examined the entire record

and find no meritorious issues for appeal.  Accordingly, we affirm

the district court’s judgment.  This court requires that counsel

inform his client, in writing, of his right to petition the Supreme
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Court of the United States for further review.  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.  Counsel’s motion

must state that a copy thereof was served on the client.  We

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions

are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED


