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PER CURI AM

Jason Hagood pled guilty to conspiracy to possess with intent
to distribute fifty grans or nore of cocai ne base (crack) and | ess
t han 500 grans of cocaine in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 846 (2000).
He was sentenced to a term of 324 nonths inprisonnent. Hagood
chal l enges the district court’s decision to give himan adjustnment
for being an organi zer or |eader of the conspiracy when simlarly
situated co-defendants did not receive such an adjustment. U.S.

Sent enci ng _CGui del i nes Manual 8§ 3Bl1.1(a) (2002). W affirm

The district court determ ned that Hagood was an organi zer or
| eader based on information in the presentence report that
descri bed Hagood as one of a few conspirators who were involved in
the conspiracy early, received cocaine from the |eader, Robert
Barnes, processed the cocaine into crack, and distributed it
t hrough runners. Hagood al so recruited at | east one person into the
conspiracy. Hagood did not dispute this information, but argued
that he should not receive the adjustnent because certain co-
def endant s who were portrayed in the presentence report as bei ng at
the sane level as he within the conspiracy did not receive an
adj ustment for having an aggravated role. In his view, the court’s
deci sion ignored the goal of uniformty in sentencing.

An adjustnent is mandatory if a factor validly supports it.

United States v. Ashers, 968 F.2d 411, 414 (4th Cr. 1992). The

i nformati on before the court anply supported the | eader adj ustnent



i n Hagood’'s case. Assum ng, arguendo, that a co-defendant should
have, but did not, receive the sane adjustnent, Hagood may not
chal | enge his sentence on that ground. The gui delines nandate that
adjustnments be based on the defendant’s conduct, not on the
sentence i nposed in another case.

W therefore affirm the sentence inposed by the district
court. 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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