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PER CURI AM

Jerry Wayne Harrison pled guilty to a nine-count indictnent
charging himwith multiple violations of 21 U S.C. A 8§ 841(a)(1)
(West 1994 & Supp. 1999). At sentencing, Harrison objected to the
pre-sentence report’s recommendation of a two-|level enhancenent
pursuant to Sentencing Guidelines 8 2D1. 1 for possession of afire-

arm See U S. Sentencing CGuidelines Manual 8 2D1.1 (1998). The

objection was overruled, and Harrison was sentenced to thirty
nont hs’ i nprisonment. Harrison appeals his sentence. W affirm

Wth regard to drug offenses, the CGuidelines provide for a
two-1evel increase in offense level if a dangerous weapon (in-
cluding a firearm was possessed. See USSG § 2D1.1(b)(1). *“The
adj ust nent should be applied if the weapon was present, unless it
is clearly inprobable that the weapon was connected with the of-
fense.” USSG § 2Dl1.1, coment. (n.3). W have reviewed the record
and find that the district court did not clearly err in assessing

t he enhancenent. See United States v. Harris, 128 F.3d 850, 852

(4th Gr. 1997). W dispense with oral argument because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not aid t he deci si onal process.
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