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PER CURIAM:

John Robert Armstrong pled guilty to assault with a
dangerous weapon, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 8 111(b) (2006), and
was sentenced to a term of 115 months 1in prison. Armstrong
appeals his sentence, arguing that the district court erred 1iIn

applying a four-level enhancement under U.S. Sentencing

Guidelines Manual 8§ 2A2.2(b)(2)(B) (2011) for use of a dangerous

weapon. We affirm.

Armstrong argues that the enhancement for use of a
dangerous weapon should not apply because he did not intend to
harm the officers but was merely trying to escape. “When
evaluating a challenge to a sentence enhancement, we review the
district court’s factual findings only for clear error, and [i]f
the 1issue turns primarily on the legal interpretation of the

guidelines, our review iIs de novo.” United States v. Carter,

601 F.3d 252, 254 (4th Cir. 2010) (internal quotation marks
omitted). “The district court’s finding of intent is a factual

finding . . . review[ed] for clear error.” United States V.

Garcia, 34 F.3d 6, 10 (1st Cir. 1994).

The district court found Armstrong’s statements
regarding his intent to be incredible and determined that
Armstrong had acted with the iIntent to cause bodily i1njury to
the officers. Based on the uncontested facts presented iIn the

presentence investigation report, the district court’s
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determination of fact was not clearly erroneous, and the
enhancement was properly applied. We therefore affirm the
sentence. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before this court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



