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PER CURIAM: 

  Rayon Anthony Coleman was found guilty by a jury of 

conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute 500 grams or 

more of cocaine (Count 1) and possession with intent to 

distribute 500 grams or more of cocaine (Count 2).  He was 

sentenced to ninety-seven months of imprisonment on each count 

to run concurrently.  On appeal, Coleman raises two sentencing 

issues: (1) whether the district court erred by failing to grant 

him a two-level downward adjustment because he was a “minor 

participant” under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual (“USSG”) 

§ 3B1.2(b) (2009); and (2) whether his sentence was unreasonable 

and greater than necessary under 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a) (West 

2000 & Supp. 2010).  For the reasons that follow, we affirm. 

  First, we review the denial of a downward adjustment 

pursuant to USSG § 3B1.2 for clear error.  United States v. 

Pratt, 239 F.3d 640, 646 (4th Cir. 2001) (providing standard).  

A defendant seeking a mitigating adjustment under § 3B1.2 bears 

the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that he 

is entitled to the adjustment, United States v. Akinkoye, 185 

F.3d 192, 202 (4th Cir. 1999); United States v. Palinkas, 938 

F.2d 456, 460 (4th Cir. 1991), judgment vacated on other grounds 

by, Kochekian v. United States, 503 U.S. 931 (1992), op. 

reinstated by, United States v. Kochekian, 977 F.2d 905 (4th 

Cir. 1992), and we find no clear error in the district court’s 
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determination that Coleman failed to show he was a minor 

participant.    

  Second, Coleman alleges that his sentence was greater 

than necessary and therefore unreasonable.  After United 

States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005), we review a sentence for 

reasonableness using a “deferential abuse-of-discretion 

standard.”  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 49 (2007).  We 

find that Coleman’s sentence was reasonable.  The court 

correctly calculated Coleman’s advisory sentencing range, 

reviewed the § 3553(a) factors, and sentenced him within that 

range.  We apply a presumption of reasonableness on appeal to a 

within-Guidelines sentence.  Rita v. United States, 551 U.S. 

338, 347 (2007); United States v. Allen, 491 F.3d 178, 193 (4th 

Cir. 2007).  

  Accordingly, we affirm.  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 


