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PER CURI AM

Andre Anmon Thonpson pled guilty to possession of counterfeit
Federal Reserve Notes, in violation of 18 U S.C. § 472 (2000). He
was sentenced to twelve nonths inprisonnent. H s sole argunent on
appeal is that the district court erred, during sentencing, in

i mposing a four-|evel adjustnment under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines

Manual § 2B5.1(b)(4) (2001), for possession of a firearm in
connection with the felony offense. W affirm

To the extent that Thonpson’s assertion of error involves a
challenge to the district court's interpretation of USSG § 2B5.1

we apply a de novo standard of review. United States v. Daughtrey,

874 F.2d 213, 217 (4th Cr. 1989). To the extent that Thonpson’s
assertion of error <challenges the district court's factual
findings, we apply the clearly erroneous standard of review. 1d.

After reviewng the parties’ briefs and the materials
submtted on appeal, we find that, under the facts of this case,
the district court did not err in applying the enhancenent under
USSG 8§ 2B5.1(b)(4). Accordingly, we affirm Thonpson’s sentence.
W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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