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PER CURIAM:

Donta Terry Vaughan pled guilty to one count of aiding
and abetting an attempt to provide a prohibited object to an
inmate, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 8§ 1791 (a) (2), 2 (2000). He was
sentenced to twenty-one months of imprisonment. On appeal, Vaughan
argues that the court erred in imposing a two-level obstruction of

justice enhancement, U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 3Cl.1

(2004), and in denying him a two-level reduction for acceptance of
responsibility, USSG § 3El.1(a), based on the court’s finding that
he failed to provide truthful information as agreed to in his plea
agreement.

This court reviews a district court’s factual findings
supporting an enhancement for obstruction of justice for clear

error. United States v. Hughes, 401 F.3d 540, 560 (4th Cir. 2005).

Likewise, the district court’s decision to grant or deny an
adjustment for acceptance of responsibility is reviewed for clear

error. United States v. May, 359 F.3d 683, 688 (4th Cir. 2004).

In this case, we find that the district court’s findings that
Vaughan committed perjury in the trial of his co-defendant and that
he made materially false statements to the court and probation
officer are supported by the record. We therefore conclude that
the district court did not err in enhancing Vaughan’s sentence for
obstruction of justice. We further find no error in the court’s

denial of a reduction for acceptance of responsibility. “Conduct



resulting in an enhancement under § 3Cl.1 (Obstructing or Impeding
the Administration of Justice) ordinarily indicates that the
defendant has not accepted responsibility for his criminal

conduct.” USSG § 3El1.1, comment. (n.4); see United States wv.

Murray, 65 F.3d 1161, 1165 (4th Cir. 1995) (holding that finding of
obstruction supports the denial of acceptance of responsibility
reduction) .

Accordingly, we affirm Vaughan’s sentence. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument

would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



