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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Appellant Charles E. Gibson challenges his sentence for possession
with intent to distribute cocaine. We affirm.

On June 14, 1997, appellant Charles E. Gibson was found in pos-
session of about 3.05 grams of crack cocaine. He subsequently pled
guilty to possession with intent to distribute cocaine. At sentencing,
Gibson testified that he possessed at least half of the cocaine for per-
sonal use. The district court held that the amount of drugs possessed
for personal use, in addition to the amount of drugs possessed with
intent to distribute, could be taken into account as relevant conduct
in determining Gibson's sentence for possession with intent to distrib-
ute. See U.S.S.G. § 1B1.3(8)(2). Thedistrict court further found that
Gibson's testimony was not credible and concluded that Gibson pos-
sessed al of the cocaine with intent to distribute. Gibson appeals.

On appedl, Gibson makes two arguments. First, Gibson contends
that the district court incorrectly held that the amount of drugs pos-
sessed for personal use could be taken into account as relevant con-
duct in determining his sentence for possession with intent to
distribute. Second, Gibson contends that the district court erred by
finding that he intended to distribute all of the cocaine of which he
was found in possession.

This circuit has never ruled on the question whether the amount of
drugs possessed for personal use can be taken into account as relevant
conduct in determining a defendant's sentence for possession with
intent to distribute. The two other circuits that have considered the
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issue have held that it cannot. See United Statesv. Wyss, 147 F.3d
631, 632-33 (7th Cir. 1998); United Statesv. Kipp, 10 F.3d 1463,
1465-66 (9th Cir. 1993).*

We need not resolve thisissue today because, even if the amount

of drugs possessed for personal use could not be taken into account
asrelevant conduct in determining Gibson's sentence for possession
with intent to distribute, the district court's finding that Gibson pos-
sessed al of the drugs with intent to distribute, and none for personal
use, was not clearly erroneous. The district court based its finding on
the overall amount of cocaine found on appellant, the manner in
which it was packaged, and the fact that appellant's income was
insufficient to support the sizable addiction that appellant claimed to
have. Because all of this evidence called into question appellant's tes-
timony that he possessed some of the cocaine for personal use, the
district court did not err by refusing to credit the testimony. Having
found that appellant intended to distribute all of the cocaine, the dis-
trict court properly took al of the cocaine into account in determining
appellant's base offense level, and we therefore affirm appellant's
sentence.

The judgment of the district court is affirmed.

AFFIRMED

*A number of other circuits have held that the amount of drugs pos-
sessed for personal use may be taken into account for purposes of sen-
tencing a defendant on conspiracy, as opposed to possession, charges.
See United States v. Antonietti, 86 F.3d 206, 209-10 (11th Cir. 1996);
United Statesv. Fregoso, 60 F.3d 1314, 1328-29 (8th Cir. 1995); United
States v. Snook, 60 F.3d 394, 395-96 (7th Cir. 1995); United Statesv.
Wood, 57 F.3d 913, 920 (10th Cir. 1995); Precin v. United States, 23
F.3d 1215, 1219 (7th Cir. 1994); United States v. Brown, 19 F.3d 1246,
1248 (8th Cir. 1994); United States v. Innamorati, 996 F.2d 456, 492 (1st
Cir. 1993).




