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PER CURIAM:

William Randolph Umstead pled guilty to possession of
counterfeit checks, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 513(a), 2
(2006) . Umstead was sentenced to sixty-five months of
imprisonment. On appeal, Umstead contends that the district
court <clearly erred 1in denying him a two-level sentencing

reduction for acceptance of responsibility under U.S. Sentencing

Guidelines Manual § 3E1.1 (2009). Finding no error, we affirm.

We review the district court’s determination regarding

acceptance of responsibility for clear error. United States v.

Hargrove, 478 F.3d 195, 198 (4th Cir. 2007); Elliott wv. United

States, 332 F.3d 753, 761 (4th Cir. 2003). A defendant need not
volunteer or admit to relevant conduct to obtain a reduction for
acceptance of responsibility, but the reduction is not warranted
when a defendant falsely denies, or frivolously —contests
relevant conduct that the court determines to be true. USSG
§ 381.1 cmt. n.l(a); Elliott, 332 F.3d at 766 (affirming the
denial of reduction for acceptance of responsibility where
defendant falsely denied relevant conduct). Our review of the
record leads us to conclude that the district court did not
clearly err in denying Umstead an adjustment for acceptance of
responsibility.

Accordingly, we affirm Umstead’s conviction and

sentence. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and



legal contentions are adequately presented 1in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



