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PER CURIAM:

Owerrie Bacon pled guilty to being a felon in possession of
a fTirearm, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 8 922(g)(1) (2012). At
sentencing, the district court, upon finding that Bacon reached
for a firearm when an officer tried to arrest him, applied a four-

level enhancement to Bacon’s offense level. See U.S. Sentencing

Guidelines Manual § 2K2.1(b)(6)(B) (2015). Bacon’s sole argument

on appeal i1s that the district court committed clear error when it
determined that Bacon reached for the firearm. We affirm.

We review findings of fact for clear error. United States v.

Strieper, 666 F.3d 288, 292 (4th Cir. 2012). In applying the clear
error standard, “we . . . will not reverse a lower court’s finding
of fact simply because we would have decided the case differently.
Rather, a reviewing court must ask whether, on the entire evidence,
it 1s left with the definite and firm conviction that a mistake

has been committed.” Easley v. Cromartie, 532 U.S. 234, 242 (2001)

(citation and internal quotation marks omitted). We have reviewed
the evidence and are not firmly convinced that the district court
clearly erred 1i1n finding Bacon reached for the TfTirearm.
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented i1n the materials before this court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



