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PER CURI AM

Ben Tell mer Prines was convicted pursuant to his guilty plea
under 18 U.S.C. 88 287 (1994) and 2 (1994) to four counts of false
clainms and four counts of theft of public noney under 18 U S.C A
88 641 (West 2000). On appeal, he alleges that the district court
erred by increasing his base offense |level by two |levels for nore

than mnimal planning under United States Sentencing CGuidelines

Manual 8§ 2F1.1(b)(2)(A) (1998). Finding no reversible error, we
affirm

W review the district court’s determnation that Prines
actions constituted nore than mninmal planning for clear error.

United States v. Pearce, 65 F.3d 22, 26 (4th Cr. 1995). Prines

contention that he did not qualify for the enhancenent because he
illegally procured federal treasury checks on only two occasions
| acks nerit. The record anply supports the district court’s find-
ing that Prines engaged in nunerous acts of planning and prepara-
tion prior to the dates he actually procured the checks. These
findings are sufficient to support the enhancenent. 1d.
Accordingly, we affirm Prines sentence, and the district
court’s judgnent. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materi al s be-

fore the court, and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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