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PER CURIAM:

Brandon Trevarus Woods appeals his 120-month sentence
imposed after convictions on two counts of being a felon 1in
possession of a fTirearm, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 88 922(qg),
924 (2006), and one count of possessing a sawed-off shotgun, 1in
violation of 26 U.S.C. 88 5841(d), 5871 (2006), pursuant to his
guilty plea. We affirm.

We review application of a sentencing enhancement for

clear error. United States v. Cabrera-Beltran, 660 F.3d 742,

756 (4th Cir. 2011), cert. denied, 132 S. Ct. 1935 (2012).

Clear error occurs when we are “left with the definite and firm

conviction that a mistake has been committed.” United States v.

Harvey, 532 F.3d 326, 336 (4th Cir. 2008) (citation and internal
quotation marks omitted).

USSG 8§ 2K2.1(b)(1)(B) provides for an enhancement of a
defendant’s offense level under the Guidelines when the offense
of conviction involved between eight and twenty-four Ffirearms.
We conclude that the district court did not clearly err 1in
applying the enhancement iIn this case because the Government
provided adequate evidence to support Woods’s involvement with
the requisite number of firearms. We thus find no procedural
error in Woods’s sentence.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district

court. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
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legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



