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PER CURI AM *

Fl oyd Dougl as Ri gsby pleaded guilty to one count of
possessi on of nore than 50 granms of cocai ne base with intent to
distribute, in violation of 21 U S.C. § 841(a)(b), (b)(1)(A).
The district court sentenced himto 262 nonths in prison. Rigshy
now appeals the district court’s denial of his request for a
downward deviation of two |levels fromthe advisory guideline
range, a deviation Rigsby contends was warranted because he

provi ded assistance to the Governnent.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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W review the district court’s sentence for reasonabl eness.

See United States v. Booker, 543 U S. 220, 261-62 (2005). Wen a

sentencing court inposes a sentence within the guideline range,
we will infer “that the judge has considered all the factors for
a fair sentence set forth in the Guidelines. Gven the deference

due the sentencing judge' s discretion under the Booker/Fanfan

regine, it will be rare for a reviewing court to say such a

sentence is ‘unreasonable.’”” United States v. Mares, 402 F. 3d

511, 519 (5th Cir. 2005).

The court concluded that a sentence at the bottom of the
range woul d be appropriate. The court considered and rejected
Ri gsby’ s assertions that his efforts to assist the Governnent
merited an adjustnent, noting that Ri gsby offered only
al l egations and not evidence. Nevertheless, the district did
consider his argunents in determning where within the range to
sentence Rigsby. Further, the sentence of 262 nonths overl apped
with the top of the range that Ri gsby requested. @G ven these
facts, and in |ight of the deference owed the sentencing court,
Ri gsby has not shown that the sentence inposed was unreasonabl e.

Ri gsby has also filed three pro se notions in which he asks
us to hold the appeal in abeyance and to appoi nt new counsel or,
alternatively, allow himto proceed pro se. Counsel, in response
to these notions, has filed a notion to withdraw as counsel.

Appoi nted counsel may be relieved “upon a showi ng that there

is aconflict of interest or other nobst pressing circunstances or
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that the interests of justice otherwise require relief of
counsel .” FIFTH QRcU T PLAN UNDER THE CRIM NAL JUSTICE ACT, 8§ 5(B).

Ri gsby’ s unsupported and concl usory expressions of

di ssatisfaction with counsel’s performance are insufficient to
satisfy this standard.

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the district
court is AFFIRVED. The notion to appoint new counsel and the
alternative notion to proceed pro se filed by R gsby, along with
counsel’s notion to withdraw, are DENIED. Rigsby’s notion to

hol d the appeal in abeyance is DEN ED as noot.



