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Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Having pleaded guilty to being a felon in possession of
firearnms and possession of firearns with altered or obliterated
serial nunbers, in violation of 18 U S . C. 8§ 922 (g)(1) and (k),
Sirvetus Ratcliff contends that the district court violated FED. R
CRIM P. 32(c)(1) by overruling his objection to the presentence
report’s (PSR) recommended increase of his offense |evel under

US S G 8 2K2.1(b)(5). In this regard, Ratcliff maintains that

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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the court failed to make factual findings regardi ng whet her he had
used the weapons in connection with another felony offense.

A court’s conpliance with Rule 32 is a question of |[|aw,
reviewed de novo. United States v. Myers, 150 F. 3d 459, 465 (5th
Cir. 1998). A court must resolve disputed facts at sentencing by
“mak[ing] either a finding on the allegation or a determ nation
that no finding is necessary because the controverted matter wll
not be taken into account in, or will not affect, sentencing”.
FED. R CRM P. 32(c)(1). But, Rule 32 does not “require a
catechismc regurgitation of each fact determ ned and each fact
rejected”. United States v. Sherbak, 950 F.2d 1095, 1099 (5th Cr
1992); e.g., United States v. Gaytan, 74 F.3d 545, 557 (5th Gr.
1996) . When the district court adopted the PSR s findings,
Ratcliff was “provided adequate notice” of the resolution of the
factual dispute. See United States v. Mra, 994 F.2d 1129, 1141
(5th Gir. 1993).

The court inplicitly relied on the PSR s recommendati on by
overruling Ratcliff’s objection, see Mxra, 994 F.2d at 1141, and
expressly noted in its witten judgnent that it adopted the PSR s
factual findings and guideline application. Therefore, the court
adopted the PSR s finding that a preponderance of the evidence
denonstrated that the adj ust nent was warrant ed because Ratcliff had
used the firearnms in connection with an aggravated robbery or an
aggravat ed ki dnappi ng, thus satisfying Rule 32(c)(1). See United
States v. Anderson, 174 F.3d 515, 526 n.3 (5th Cr. 1999); Mora,
994 F.2d at 1141.
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