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PER CURIAM:

Andre Lamont Suitt, Jr., pled guilty pursuant to a
written plea agreement to possession with intent to distribute
cocaine hydrochloride, 21 U.S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(C) (2006),
carrying and using a firearm during and in relation to a drug
trafficking crime, 18 U.S.C. 8§ 924(c)(1)(A)(i), and possession
of a firearm by a convicted felon, 18 U.S.C. 88 922(g)(1),
924(a)(2) (2006). He was sentenced to 180 months in prison.
Suitt now appeals, claiming that the district court erred when

it applied the kidnapping cross reference under U.S. Sentencing

Guidelines Manual (“USSG”) 8§ 2K2.1(c)(1)(A), 2X1.1(a), 2A4.1

(2011), to calculate his Guidelines range. We affirm.
We review a sentence for reasonableness, applying an

abuse-of-discretion standard. Gall v. United States, 552 U.S.

38, 51 (2007). In determining procedural reasonableness, we
consider whether the district court properly calculated Suitt’s
Sentencing Guidelines range. 1Id. at 49-51. The court reviews
the district court’s factual findings for clear error and its

legal conclusions de novo. United States v. Llamas, 599 F.3d

381, 387 (4th Cir. 2010).
Suitt contends that his sentence 1is procedurally
unreasonable because the Kkidnapping cross reference, USSG

88 2K2.1(c)(1)(A), 2X1.1(a), 2A4.1, was incorrectly applied to



him. The cross reference applies “[i1]f the defendant used or
possessed any Tfirearm or ammunition in connection with the
commission . . . of another offense.” USSG & 2K2.1(c)(1).
Suitt argues that the district court improperly deemed
kidnapping as “another offense” for purposes of the cross
reference when the underlying conduct 1in this case did not
constitute a violation of the federal Kkidnapping statute.
Instead, Suitt maintains, the district court should have used
the guideline for the offense of robbery to calculate his
Guidelines range.

We reject this argument. First, the commentary to
USSG 8§ 2K2.1 states that *“ “[a]nother offense” . . . means any
federal, state, or local offense, other than the explosive or
firearms possession or trafficking offense . . . regardless of
whether a criminal charge was brought, or a conviction
obtained.” USSG 8 2K2.1, cmt. n.14(C). Additionally, we have
held that the cross reference In USSG 8 2K2.1 applies to conduct

amounting to a violation of state law. United States V.

Carroll, 3 F.3d 98, 103 (4th Cir. 1993).

With these standards in mind, we find no error in the
district court’s application of the Cross reference.
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment. 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



