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PER CURI AM

Mesuron D. Taylor, a.k.a. “Mezy,” appeal s his thirty-four
month termof inprisonment following his guilty plea to possession
of a firearm by a felon, in violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 922(9g) (1)
(2000). Taylor contends that the district court clearly erred in
appl ying a four-Ievel enhancenent for possession of a firearm“wth
know edge, intent, or reason to believe that it would be used or
possessed in connection with another felony offense” pursuant to

U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8§ 2K2.1(b)(5) (2004). W find no

error and affirm Tayl or’ s sentence.

“When reviewing the District Court’s application of the
Sentencing GQuidelines, . . . [we accept the findings of fact of
the District Court unless they are clearly erroneous and give due
deference to the District Court’s application of the guidelines to

the facts.” United States v. Cutler, 36 F.3d 406, 407 (4th Gr.

1994). Qur review of the record reveals that Taylor and three
others attenpted to confront the individual responsible for the
theft of a conpanion’s firearm Testinonial evidence supported a
finding that after sonme di scussion on the necessity of being arned
for the confrontation, Taylor retrieved a firearmin order to “go
shoot his ass.” Police intercepted Tayl or and his three conpani ons
prior to their arrival at their intended destination. A firearm
was recovered from the vehicle. Because evi dence supported the

district court’s factual conclusions, we find that the district



court did not clearly err in its application of the challenged
enhancenent .

Accordingly, we affirm Taylor’s sentence. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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