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PER CURI AM

Kevin Rai shaun Hooker appeals from his conviction
followng a guilty plea to being a felon in possession of a
firearm See 18 U.S.C. 88 922(9g) (1), 924(a)(2) (2000). Hooker was
sentenced to ninety-two nonths’ inprisonnent, to be followed by a
t hree-year termof supervised rel ease. The sole issue on appeal is
whet her the district court clearly erred in applying the four-I|evel

enhancenent under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8§ 2K2.1(b)(5)

(2003) .
Section 2K2.1(b)(5) provides for a defendant’s offense
|l evel to be enhanced by four levels if he used or possessed a

firearm “in connection wth another felony offense.” The
Governnent bears the burden of proving the necessary facts by a
preponderance of the evidence and this court “reviews] the
district court’s findings of fact for clear error, giving due

deference to the district court’s application of the Guidelines to

the facts.” United States v. Garnett, 243 F.3d 824, 828 (4th G

2001).
In this GCrcuit, “in connection wth” is treated as
anal ogous to “in relation to,” as used in 18 US.C. 8§ 924(c)

(2000) . United States v. Blount, 337 F.3d 404, 411 (4th GCr.

2003) . In other words, the firearm nust facilitate or have the
tendency to facilitate another offense. Id. at 411 (citing
Garnett, 243 F.3d at 829). “'[T]he firearmnust have sone purpose



or effect wth respect to the . . . crine; its presence or
i nvol venent cannot be the result of accident or coincidence.’” |d.

(quoting Smith v. United States, 508 U.S. 223, 238 (1993))

(modification in original). The governnent neets its burden if it
shows that the gun was “present for protection or to enbol den the

actor.” United States v. Lipford, 203 F.3d 259, 266 (4th Cr.

2000) (citation omtted).

The district court concluded that based on Hooker’s
possessi on of | arge anmounts of cash, the presence of nearly a pound
of marijuana in his residence and his crimnal history involving
marij uana, Hooker was distributing nmarijuana, a felony offense.
See 21 U.S.C. § 841(a), 841(b)(1)(D) (2000). The court found that
Hooker’ s possession of a | oaded gun and its proximty to the |arge
anount of cash indicated that Hooker’s use of the gun was in
connection with the distribution of the marijuana. On these facts,
we cannot say that the district court clearly erred in concluding
t hat Hooker possessed the gun to facilitate the drug offense
Therefore, the court's decision to apply the enhancenent was not
clearly erroneous.

We af firmHooker’s conviction and sentence. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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