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PER CURI AM

Silas Jefferson appeals the 240-nonth sentence i nposed by the
district court! following his guilty plea to aiding and abetting
his co-defendants in the conm ssion of an armed bank robbery, in
violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 2113(a) & (d) and 8 2. W affirm

W reject Jefferson's argunent that the district court clearly
erred in increasing his base offense level two levels for being "an
organi zer, |eader, manager, or supervisor in any crimnal activity"
involving one or nore other participants. See U. S. Sentencing
Qui del i nes Manual 8§ 3Bl.1(c) & comment. (n.2) (1995); United States
v. Horne, 4 F.3d 579, 590 (8th G r. 1993) (standard of review,
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cert. denied, 510 U. S. 1138 (1994). The record established that
Jefferson carried the firearminvolved in the robbery, received a

greater percentage of the proceeds, and directed the actions of at
| east one other co-defendant. See U.S. Sentencing Cuidelines
Manual 8 3Bl1.1, coment. (n.4) (1995) (factors court should
consider); cf. United States v. Pedroli, 979 F.2d 116, 118 (8th
Cir. 1992) (evidence supported organi zi ng-rol e enhancenent where

def endant recruited co-defendant, provided himw th baseball hat,
sungl asses, and demand note, and organi zed bank robbery).

We further reject Jefferson's contention that the district
court clearly erred in denying himan acceptance-of-responsibility
adj ustment under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8 3E1.1 (1995).
United States v. Evans, 51 F. 3d 764, 766 (8th Cr. 1995) (standard
of review). Jefferson's conceded perjury before a nagistrate judge

was inconsistent with an acceptance of responsibility. Moreover,
Jefferson does not contest the district court's assessnent of an
obstruction-of -justice enhancenent under U.S. Sentencing Quidelines
Manual 8 3Cl.1 (1995). This is not an "extraordinary" case that
woul d warrant both an obstruction-of-justice enhancenent and an
accept ance-of-responsibility reduction. See U.S. Sentencing
Qui del i nes Manual 8§ 3E1.1, comment. (n.4) (1995). Accordingly, we
affirmthe judgnment of the district court.
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