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PER CURI AM

Marie Josee Asmath appeals the sentence inposed after she
pl eaded guilty, pursuant to a plea agreenent, to one count of
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute and to distribute
fifty grans or nore of cocaine base, in violation of 21 U S. C
88 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A), 846 (2000). The district court concl uded
that Asmath had previously been convicted of two crinmes of
vi ol ence, and therefore qualified for an enhanced sentence as a
Career Ofender wunder the Sentencing GQuidelines. See U.S.

Sent enci ng Gui delines Manual (“USSG') § 4B1.1 (2001). On appeal

Asmat h contends that the evidence at sentencing was insufficient to
establish that she was in fact the person who was convi cted of the
predi cate crines.

W review a district court’s resolution of factual questions

at sentencing under the clearly erroneous standard. United States

v. Daughtrey, 874 F.2d 213, 217 (4th Cir. 1989). A defendant is a

career offender if she was at |east eighteen years old when the
i nstant offense was conmtted, the instant offense is a fel ony and
is either a crime of violence or a drug offense, and she has at
| east two prior felony convictions for crines of violence or drug
of fenses. See USSG § 4B1.1. Asmath does not dispute the first two
requi renents, nor does she contest that the convictions in question
were felony convictions for crinmes of violence. She argues that her

identity as the person who was convicted of those crinmes was not



sufficiently established to qualify her for an enhanced sentence.
Qur review of the record convinces us that the district court did
not err in concluding that Asmath’'s identity was adequately
est abl i shed and that she was a career offender.

Accordingly, we affirmAsmath’s conviction and sentence. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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