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PER CURIAM:

Appellant John Jarrell challenges the district court’s
determination of the amount of drugs attributable to him as
relevant conduct 1in the calculation of his sentence for
distribution of oxycodone, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1)
(2006) .

This court reviews the district court’s Tactual
findings, 1including those pertaining to relevant conduct, for

clear error. United States v. Pauley, 289 F.3d 254, 258 (4th

Cir. 2002) (citations omitted). “Clear error occurs when,
although there i1s evidence to support i1t, the reviewing court on
the entire evidence 1is left with the definite and firm

conviction that a mistake has been committed.” United States V.

Harvey, 532 F.3d 326, 336-37 (4th Cir. 2008) (internal quotation
marks omitted). Although Jarrell argues that drugs possessed
for personal use should not be considered relevant conduct 1in
sentencing for possession with intent to distribute, he cannot
demonstrate on this record that the district court clearly erred
when i1t found he possessed 200 Dilaudid pills for the purposes

of distribution. See United States v. Wright, 991 F.2d 1182,

1187 (4th Cir. 1993) (intent to distribute may be inferred when
a defendant possesses a quantity greater than that needed for

personal use).



Because Jarrell cannot demonstrate clear error in the
district court’s Tfactual conclusion, we need not address his

legal argument. See Pauley, 289 F.3d at 261 (“We need not

decide today whether drugs possessed for personal use should be
considered relevant conduct iIn sentencing for possession with
intent to distribute because the district court’s finding that
[appellant] possessed the entire quantity with intent to
distribute was not clearly erroneous.”).

We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



