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PER CURIAM: 

  Derrick Antwan Dingle pled guilty, without a written 

plea agreement, to possessing a firearm after having been 

convicted of a felony and aiding and abetting his father, Bobby 

Batts, in the same crime.  18 U.S.C. §§ 2, 922(g)(1) (2006).  

Dingle challenges his sixty-three-month sentence on appeal, 

arguing the district court lacked a sufficient evidentiary basis 

for his sentencing enhancements.  We affirm. 

  This court reviews the district court’s factual 

findings regarding a sentencing enhancement for clear error and 

the legal interpretations of the Guidelines de novo.  United 

States v. Carter, 601 F.3d 252, 254 (4th Cir. 2010).  We will 

“find clear error only if, on the entire evidence, we are left 

with the definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been 

committed.”  United States v. Manigan, 592 F.3d 621, 631 (4th 

Cir. 2010) (internal quotation marks and alteration omitted).  

Finally, we give “great deference” to the district court’s 

credibility determinations.  United States v. Layton, 564 F.3d 

330, 334 (4th Cir. 2009). 

  We have carefully reviewed the evidence presented 

during the sentencing hearing and conclude the Government bore 

its burden to prove by a preponderance of the evidence the facts 

supporting the enhancements for possession of a firearm in 

connection with another felony offense and the presence of a 
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vulnerable victim.  See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 

§§ 2K2.1(b)(6), 3A1.1(b)(1) (2010).  We therefore affirm the 

district court’s judgment.  We dispense with oral argument 

because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented 

in the materials before the court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 


