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PER CURI AM

Leslie L. DeBolt was convicted following a jury trial on
one count of being a felon in possession of a firearm 18 U S. C
88 922(g)(1) and 924(a)(2) (2000). He was sentenced to
ei ghty-seven nonths in prison.

On appeal, DeBolt first argues that the district court
erred in declining to admt into evidence two docunents offered by
def ense counsel during the course of the trial. W conclude the
district court did not abuse its discretion in refusing to adm t

the exhibits. See United States v. Ellis, 121 F. 3d 908, 926 (4th

Cr. 1997). W further note that any possible error was harnl ess
in light of the evidence adduced at trial.

DeBolt next asserts that the district court inproperly
deni ed his Batson™ challenge to the Governnent’s strike of the only
African-American juror during jury selection. A district court’s

decision on a Batson challenge is reviewed for clear error.

Jones v. Plaster, 57 F.3d 417, 421 (4th Cr. 1995). Upon review of
the jury selection transcript, we conclude that the district court
did not clearly err in determning that DeBolt did not neet his
burden under Batson of proving racial discrimnation in his jury
sel ection.

Finally, DeBolt argues that the district court shoul d not

have denied him a sentencing reduction under U.S. Sentencing

‘Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 89 (1986).
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GQuidelines 8§ 2K2.1(b)(2)(2002). This court reviews challenges to
the factual findings underlying a sentence for clear error, United

States v. D Anjou, 16 F. 3d 604, 614 (4th Cr. 1994), and when t hose

chal I enges concern the credibility of a testifying witness, wth
due regard to the district court’s opportunity to assess the

witness credibility, United States v. Aranony, 166 F.3d 655, 663

(4th Cr. 1999). Under 8§ 2K2.1(b)(2), a defendant who possessed
all firearnms “solely for lawful sporting purposes or collection,
and did not unlawful |y di scharge or otherw se unlawfully use” such
firearns is eligible for an offense | evel reduction. Based upon
the evidence adduced at trial and at sentencing, we find an
adequate factual basis for the district court’s ruling and find no
clear error.

Accordingly, we affirmDeBolt’s conviction and 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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