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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Randol ph O. Gregory, Sr., Baltinore, Maryland, for Appellant. Lynne
A. Battaglia, United States Attorney, Barbara S. Sale, Assistant
United States Attorney, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appell ee.
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PER CURI AM

Philip O ukayod Kuforiji was indicted for conspiracy to
| aunder noney instrunments and three substantive counts of noney
| aunder i ng. Two weeks into his and his co-defendants’ trial
Kuforiji pled guilty to Count 1, the conspiracy count, pursuant to
a plea agreenent. See 18 U. S.C. A 8 1956(h) (West Supp. 2000). He
was sentenced to fifty-seven nonths of inprisonnent.

On appeal, he alleges that the district court erred by finding
hi mresponsible for $2 million and thus increasing his base of fense

| evel by Si X under uU.S. Sent enci ng Gui del i ne Manual ,

§ 2S1.1(b)(2)(G (1998). W do not find that the district court

clearly erred in its factual determnation. See United States v.

Daughtrey, 874 F.2d 213, 218 (4th Cr. 1989). The record supports
the district court’s finding and i ndeed Kuforiji hinself stipulated
to the $2 million dollar anpbunt and six-level increase. Accord-
ingly, we affirmKuforiji’s sentence. W dispense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not aid

t he deci sional process.
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