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PER CURI AM

After a jury found Leroy Philnmon guilty of conspiring to
distribute cocaine in February 1994, in violation of 21 U S. C
§ 846, the district court® sentenced hi mto 144 nont hs i npri sonnent
and four years supervised release. Philnon appeals his sentence,
and we affirm

Co-conspirator Thomas Crai g Wal ton--who supplied the cocai ne
that was the subject of the conspiracy for which Philnon was
convicted--testified at sentencing that he supplied cocaine to
Phil nmon on a steady basis beginning in late 1992 and conti nui ng
through late 1993. The district court included drug quantities
from these previous transactions in calculating the total drug
quantity for which Philnon was responsible under U S.S.G § 1B1.3
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(rel evant conduct). Phil non argues that, because the prior
transactions conprising the relevant conduct increased his base
of fense level by ten levels and tripled his sentencing range, the
court shoul d have used the clear-and-convincing standard of proof
rather than the preponderance-of-the-evidence standard. W
di sagree. See United States v. Pugh, 25 F.3d 669, 676 (8th Cr.
1994) (four-fold increase in potential sentence not | arge enough to
requi re heightened evidentiary standard).

Phil mon further argues that the prior transactions did not
constitute relevant conduct. This argunment also fails. Based on
Wal ton's testinony, which the district court credited, we concl ude
that the court did not clearly err in finding that the prior
transactions were part of the sane course of conduct as the charged
conspiracy, and thus were relevant conduct. See U S S G
§ 1Bl1.3(a)(2) & conmment. (n. 9(B)); United States v. Balano, 8 F.3d
629, 630 (8th Cr. 1993); United States v. Adipietro, 983 F.2d
1468, 1472 (8th G r. 1993).

Accordingly, we affirm W deny Philnon's pro se notion for
appoi nt mrent of new counsel .
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