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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Gregory Wayne Smith appeals his conviction and sentence for pos-
session of a firearm by a convicted felon, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§ 922(g)(1) (2000), and theft of firearms, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§ 922(u) (2000). He contends the district court improperly denied his
motions to sever, and improperly enhanced his offense level under the
Sentencing Guidelines for obstruction of justice. We affirm. 

Smith argues joinder of the three firearms offenses for which he
was indicted was not proper under Fed. R. Crim. P. 8. Rule 8(a) pro-
vides that two or more offenses may be charged in the same indict-
ment when the offenses "are of the same or similar character or are
based on the same act or transaction or on two or more acts or trans-
actions connected together or constituting parts of a common scheme
or plan." This court reviews de novo the district court’s refusal to
grant a misjoinder motion to determine whether the initial joinder of
the offenses was proper under Rule 8(a). United States v. Mackins,
315 F.3d 399, 412 (4th Cir. 2003). If joinder was proper, review of
the denial of a motion to sever is for abuse of discretion under Fed.
R. Crim. P. 14. Id. We find joinder was proper, and that the district
court did not abuse its discretion in denying Smith’s motion to sever.

Smith next contends the district court improperly enhanced his
offense level for obstruction of justice, pursuant to U.S. Sentencing
Guidelines Manual § 3C1.1 (2000). We review for clear error. See
United States v. Self, 132 F.3d 1039, 1041 (4th Cir. 1997). Finding
no error, we affirm. 

Accordingly, we affirm Smith’s conviction and sentence. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED
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