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PER CURIAM: 

  Juan Carlos Mejia was found guilty by a jury of 

conspiracy to distribute less than 500 grams of methamphetamine 

(Count 1), and possession with intent to distribute more than 50 

grams of methamphetamine (Count 2).  On appeal, Mejia argues: 

(1) that the district court erred by denying his motion for a 

mistrial, and (2) the district court erred by sentencing him 

based on greater drug amounts than found by the jury.  For the 

reasons that follow, we affirm. 

  We review a district court’s refusal to grant a new 

trial for an abuse of discretion.  United States v. Huggins, 191 

F.3d 532, 536 (4th Cir. 1999).  Mejia argues that the prosecutor 

asked a question that impermissibly impinged on his right to 

remain silent in violation of Doyle v. Ohio, 426 U.S. 610 

(1976).  We agree with the district court that the facts of the 

instant case are very similar to those discussed in Greer v. 

Miller, 483 U.S. 756, 764-65 (1987), and thus do not violate 

Doyle.  Therefore, we find no abuse of discretion by the 

district court for denying Mejia’s motion on that basis.  

Huggins, 191 F.3d at 536. 

  After United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005), we 

review a district court’s sentence for an abuse of discretion.  

Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38,   , 128 S. Ct. 586, 597 

(2007) (providing review standard).  Despite an advisory 
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Sentencing Guidelines range of 188-235 months, Mejia was 

sentenced to 150 months imprisonment for each count to be served 

concurrently.  We find no significant procedural error, id., or 

substantive error, United States v. Evans, 526 F.3d 155, 161 

(4th Cir.), cert. denied, 129 S. Ct. 476 (2008), in Mejia’s 

sentence.  Thus, we find the sentence was reasonable.  See 

United States v. Pauley, 511 F.3d 468, 473 (4th Cir. 2007) 

(stating that reasonableness review focuses on whether a 

sentencing court abused its discretion when imposing a 

sentence).   

  Accordingly, we affirm Mejia’s convictions and 

sentence.  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 

 


