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O R D E R 

 A jury found Leonard Williamson, Jr., guilty of possessing cocaine with intent to 
distribute in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1). The same jury acquitted him of carrying a 
firearm in relation to a drug-trafficking crime in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 924(c) and 
possessing a firearm as a felon in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1). Despite the acquittal 
on the firearm counts, the judge considered the same conduct at sentencing—over 
Williamson’s objection—and found by a preponderance of the evidence that he 
possessed a firearm in connection with a drug crime. Based on that finding, the judge 
applied a two-level enhancement to Williamson’s total offense level under the 
Sentencing Guidelines. See U.S.S.G. § 2D1.1(b)(1). 
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The enhancement boosted Williamson’s offense level from 12 to 14, yielding an 
advisory imprisonment range of 33 to 41 months. (Without the enhancement, the range 
would have been 27 to 33 months.) After weighing the sentencing factors under 
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), the judge imposed an above-Guidelines sentence of 57 months in 
prison. 

 
 Williamson’s appeal raises a single issue: he argues that the judge’s reliance on 
acquitted conduct to calculate the Guidelines range violated his rights to due process 
and trial by jury under the Fifth and Sixth Amendments. This argument is foreclosed by 
United States v. Watts, 519 U.S. 148, 157 (1997), as we have repeatedly held, see, e.g., 
United States v. Robinson, 62 F.4th 318, 320–21 (7th Cir. 2023) (collecting cases). 
Williamson acknowledges as much and explains that he raises the issue here to 
preserve it for Supreme Court review. He has properly done so. Robinson, 62 F.4th at 
321 (rejecting the same argument based on Watts and noting that the defendant 
properly preserved the issue for further review). 

AFFIRMED 


