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PER CURIAM: 
 
 Michael R. Rea pled guilty, pursuant to a written plea 

agreement, to manufacturing and possessing with the intent to 

distribute 100 or more marijuana plants, in violation of 21 

U.S.C. § 841(b)(1)(B) (2012).  The district court sentenced Rea 

to 60 months’ imprisonment, the mandatory minimum sentence 

prescribed by statute for the offense.  On appeal, Rea contends 

that the district court erred in applying a two-level 

enhancement pursuant to U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 

§ 2D1.1(b)(1) (2014).  For the reasons that follow, we affirm.   

This court reviews a sentence for reasonableness, applying 

an abuse of discretion standard.  Gall v. United States, 552 

U.S. 38, 46, 51 (2007).  In conducting procedural reasonableness 

review, we examine the sentence for “significant procedural 

error,” including “failing to calculate (or improperly 

calculating) the Guidelines range, treating the Guidelines as 

mandatory, failing to consider the [18 U.S.C.] § 3553(a)[(2012)] 

factors, selecting a sentence based on clearly erroneous facts, 

or failing to adequately explain the chosen sentence.”  Id.  We 

review the application of the § 2D1.1(b)(1) enhancement for 

clear error.  United States v. Manigan, 592 F.3d 621, 630-31 

(4th Cir. 2010). 

The Guidelines direct a two-level enhancement “[i]f a 

dangerous weapon (including a firearm) was possessed.”  USSG 
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§ 2D1.1(b)(1).  In order for the enhancement to apply, “the 

Government must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that 

the weapon was possessed in connection with drug activity that 

was part of the same course of conduct or common scheme as the 

offense of conviction.”  Manigan, 592 F.3d at 628-29 (internal 

quotation marks omitted).  “[P]roof of constructive possession 

of the [firearm] is sufficient, and the Government is entitled 

to rely on circumstantial evidence to carry its burden.”  Id. 

If the Government carries its burden, “[t]he enhancement 

should be applied . . . unless it is clearly improbable that the 

weapon was connected with the offense.”  USSG § 2D1.1 cmt. 

n.11(A).  The defendant bears the burden of establishing such a 

clear improbability.  United States v. Slade, 631 F.3d 185, 189 

(4th Cir. 2011).  

The district court found, and Rea does not contest, that 

the Government satisfied its burden.  We conclude that Rea has 

not demonstrated that the district court clearly erred in 

finding that it was not clearly improbable that the firearm was 

connected with his criminal activity.  The district court relied 

on considerations such as the proximity of one of the firearms -

which was loaded - to the drugs and drug proceeds and the 

firearm’s accessibility, factors which we have recognized as 

relevant to determining whether firearms are connected to 

criminal drug offenses.  Manigan, 592 F.3d at 629.   
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We therefore affirm the judgment of the district court.  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 
 


