IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-11024
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
PAUL EDGAR BOCKNI TE,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:99-CR-11-6
August 22, 2000
Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and POLITZ and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Court appoi nted counsel for Paul Edgar Bocknite has

requested |l eave to withdraw and filed a brief in accordance with

Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967). Bocknite filed a

response to counsel’s brief. Bocknite first argues that counsel
was ineffective. As a general rule, this court declines to
review clains of ineffective assistance of counsel on direct

appeal , although we may do so in exceptional cases. See United

States v. Higdon, 832 F.2d 312, 314 (5th Cr. 1987); United

States v. G bson, 55 F.3d 173, 179 (5th Cr. 1995). This is not

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



No. 99-11024
-2

t he exceptional case. Accordingly, we decline to review the
i ssue of ineffective assistance in this direct appeal. Bocknite
al so argues that he should have received a greater downward
reduction, and he requests new appointed counsel to help him
press this issue. W determned that this issue was frivolous in
our order addressing counsel’s first Anders brief. Bocknite’'s
request for new appoi nted counsel is thus DEN ED

Qur independent review of the record and brief shows that
there are no nonfrivolous issues for appeal. Consequently,
counsel’s notion for |leave to withdraw is GRANTED, counsel is
excused fromfurther responsibilities herein, and the APPEAL IS

DI SM SSED. See 5th Gr. R 42.2.



