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PER CURI AM

Tracy E. Sexton appeals his sentence inposed after a guilty
plea to interstate transportation of stol en goods. Because Sexton
was on bond for an Illinois conviction at the time he commtted the
instant offense, the district court added two additional crim nal

hi story points under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 4Al.1(d)

(Nov. 1997) (“[a]ldd 2 points if the defendant commtted the i nstant
of fense while under any crimnal justice sentence, including pro-
bation, parole, supervised rel ease, inprisonnent, work rel ease, or
escape status”). On appeal, Sexton contends that he was not under
a “crimnal justice sentence” for purposes of 8§ 4Al1.1(d), because
he had been rel eased on bond to self-report for inprisonnent at the
tinme of the offense. W disagree.

After review of the parties’ argunents and the record before
us, we affirmon the district court’s reasoning fromthe bench at

Sexton’s sentencing. See J.A at 23-24; see also United States v.

Danon, 127 F.3d 139, 147 (1st Gr. 1997). W dispense with ora
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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