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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Barry Antwoine Robinson appeals the seventy-eight-month sen-
tence he received after he pled guilty to possession of one ounce of
cocaine base (crack) in violation of 21 U.S.C.A.§ 844(a) (West
1999). He contends that the district court clearly erred in finding that
he possessed a firearm during the offense and making a two-level
enhancement. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual

8§ 2D2.1(b)(1), 2D1.1(b)(1) (1998). We affirm.

Robinson was arrested in his co-defendant's apartment whilein the
act of flushing crack down thetoilet. The presentence report recom-
mended an enhancement under § 2D1.1(b)(1)* based on information
that Robinson's papers and clothes were found in one of the bed-
rooms with two firearms (a9 mm pistol and a.380 caliber pistol) and
400.6 grams of crack. Robinson's co-defendant told investigators that
one of the firearms belonged to Robinson and that Robinson lived at
the apartment. Additiona firearms were found elsewhere in the apart-
ment. At his sentencing hearing, Robinson contested the enhance-
ment, but did not present any evidence to contradict the information
in the presentence report. Therefore, the district court was free to
adopt the findings in the presentence report without further inquiry.
See United Statesv. Terry, 916 F.2d 157, 162 (4th Cir. 1990). The
proximity of gunsto illegal drugsisenough to support the enhance-
ment. See United Statesv. Harris, 128 F.3d 850, 852 (4th Cir. 1997).
Accordingly, the court did not clearly err in making the enhancement.
While Robinson suggests that the enhancement resulted from pro-
secutorial misconduct, he did not make that claim at sentencing and
no evidence supportsiit.

*The guideline applicable to simple possession of a controlled sub-
stanceis § 2D2.1; acrossreferenceto § 2D1.1 appliesif, asin this case,
the defendant is convicted of possessing more than 5 grams of crack. See
USSG § 2D2.1(b)(1).
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We therefore affirm the sentence. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the

meaterials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



