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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

James A. Smith appeals from a sentence of twenty-seven months
imprisonment imposed following his guilty pleafor possession with
intent to distribute marijuanain violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1)
(1994). Smith's attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders
v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967). Counsel states that there are no
meritorious grounds for appeal but addresses the following issue:
whether the district court's denial of an additional one-level down-
ward adjustment for acceptance of responsibility under U.S. Sentenc-
ing Guidelines Manual § 3E1.1(b)(2) (1998) constituted clear error.
Although advised of hisright to do so, Smith has not filed apro se
supplemental brief. We affirm.

A court may reduce by two levels the offense level of a defendant
who "clearly demonstrates acceptance of responsibility for his
offense.” USSG § 3E1.1(a). A three-level reduction is available under
§ 3E1.1(b) to a defendant who (1) timely provides complete informa-
tion to the government about his own involvement in the offense, or
(2) timely notifies the government that he intends to plead guilty, thus
saving the government the effort of trial preparation and aso saving
the court's time. The district court's denial of areduction under

§ 3E1.1 cannot be disturbed unless clearly erroneous. See United
States v. Cusack, 901 F.2d 29, 31 (4th Cir. 1990).

We have reviewed the transcript of the sentencing hearing, the
arguments presented by both parties, and the district court's reasoning
inits denia of the additional one-level downward adjustment, and
find no clear error in the district court's decision. Accordingly, we
affirm Smith's sentence.

We have examined the entire record in this case in accordance with
the requirements of Anders, and find no meritorious issues for appeal.
This court requires that counsel inform his client, in writing, of his
right to petition the Supreme 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 frivolous, then counsel may
move in this court for leave to withdraw from representation. Coun-
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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



