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PER CURI AM

Wbodr ow Mack pled guilty to being a felon in possession of a
weapon, 18 U.S.C. 8 922(g) (1994), and was sentenced as an arned
career crimnal under 18 U S.C. 8 924(e) (1994) to 210 nonths of
I mprisonnment. On appeal, he all eges that his 1971 fel ony conviction
for attenpted assault in New York did not qualify as a predicate
felony under 18 U.S. C. § 924(e) because he only received a one-year
sentence for the crine. Because the assault conviction was a fel ony
puni shabl e by up to four years inprisonnent, however, it does neet
the statutory definition for a qualifying felony. See 18 U.S.C. 8§
924(e)(2)(B) ("theterm violent felony' neans any cri nme puni shabl e
by i nprisonnment for atermexceedi ng one year"); see also 18 U. S. C.
8§ 921(a)(20) (1994) (listing crimes excluded from definition of
qualifying felony). That Mack was actually sentenced for only one

year isirrelevant. See United States v. Hassan EI, 5 F. 3d 726, 733

(4th GCr. 1993) (refusing litigant's request to consider actual
time served for purposes of determ ning whether conviction was
qual ifying felony under 8 924(e)). Thus, we affirmthe district
court's sentence. We di spense with oral argunment because the facts
are adequately presented before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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