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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Har ol d Hawki ns, Jr. appeal s his jury convictions and resulting
324 nmonth sentence for conspiracy in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846
(1994) and possession with intent to distribute in violation of 21
US CA 8 841 (West 1994 & Supp. 1999). Hawkins clains on appeal
that the district court erred in finding that the Governnent estab-
| i shed sufficient chain of custody for crack cocai ne i ntroduced at
trial as cocaine purchased from Hawki ns by a confidential infor-
mant. We have reviewed the record and find no abuse of discretion

in admtting the evidence. See United States v. More, 27 F.3d

969, 974 (4th Cir. 1994); United States v. Howard-Arias, 679 F.2d

363, 366 (4th Gir. 1982).
Hawkins also clains that the court erred by increasing his

base of fense | evel because of Hawkins’ role as an organi zer or man-

ager. See U S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8 3B1.1(c) (1997). W
conclude that the court’s determ nation that Hawkins qualified for

the two-1evel enhancenent is not clearly erroneous. See United

States v. Wthers, 100 F.3d 1142, 1147 (4th Cr. 1996).

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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