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Charl es Wesl ey White appeals fromhis jury-verdict conviction
for three counts of bank fraud and one count of conspiracy to
commt bank fraud. Wiite has filed a notion seeking |leave to
submt a pro se supplenental appeal brief. As thereis noright to
hybrid representation in a direct crimnal appeal, Wite s notion

i s DEN ED. See United States v. Ogbonna, 184 F.3d 447, 449 & n.1

(5th Gr. 1999); see also 5THGQR R 28.7.

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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White contends that the district court erred by failing to
make a specific finding that the individuals supervised by Wite
were crimnally responsible participants in the crimnal activity
for purposes of U S S.G 8§ 3Bl.1(c). The district court was not

required to make such a specific finding. See United States v.

Mejia-Orosco, 867 F.2d 216, 220-21 (5th Cr. 1989).

White al so argues that the district court erred by applying a
two-l evel adjustnent to his sentence for his role as a supervisor
pursuant to US S G 8§ 3Bl1.1(c) because the individuals he
supervised were not crimnally responsible participants in the
crimnal activity. Because Wiite failed to raise this argunent in

district court, the issue is reviewed only for plain error. See

United States v. Rodriquez, 15 F.3d 408, 414-15 (5th Gr. 1994).
As this issue involves a factual question that was capable of
resolution by the district court, it cannot constitute plain error.

See United States v. Lopez, 923 F.2d 47, 50-51 (5th Cr. 1991).

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED
AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DENI ED



