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PER CURIAM: 

  Michael Curtis Maness appeals the sentence imposed 

after he pled guilty, pursuant to a plea agreement, to 

possession of ammunition after having been convicted of a crime 

punishable by more than one year of imprisonment.  The district 

court applied a cross-reference pursuant to U.S. Sentencing 

Guidelines Manual (USSG) § 2K2.1(c)(1)(A) to the kidnapping 

guideline, USSG § 2A4.1 because Maness possessed the ammunition 

in connection with an assault and kidnapping.  The court varied 

downward from the 120-month sentencing range and imposed a 

sentence of 108 months of imprisonment.  On appeal, Maness 

asserts that the district court erred in finding the evidence 

sufficient to establish that the kidnapping occurred, because 

the testimony at sentencing was not credible.  Maness also 

argues that, even if the incident occurred, it is not relevant 

conduct to his possession of ammunition because it lacks any 

connection to that offense, and thus cannot support application 

of the cross-reference.  The Government argues that the district 

court did not err, and that even if the cross-reference was 

erroneously applied, the error was harmless.  We find merit in 

this latter argument and affirm. 

  A procedural sentencing error is harmless where this 

court has “(1) knowledge that the district court would have 

reached the same result even if it had decided the [G]uidelines 
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issue the other way, and (2) a determination that the sentence 

would be reasonable even if the [G]uidelines issue had been 

decided in the defendant’s favor.”  United States v. Savillon-

Matute, 636 F.3d 119, 123 (4th Cir. 2011) (internal quotation 

marks omitted).  Assuming that the cross-reference was 

erroneously applied, Maness’s sentencing range would have been 

fifty-seven to seventy-one months of imprisonment, and the 

court’s 108-month sentence is a variance of fifty-two percent.  

The district court thoroughly and repeatedly explained that, 

even if it erred in applying the cross-reference, it would 

impose the same sentence to satisfy the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) 

(2012) sentencing factors. 

  Our review of the record leads us to conclude that, in 

light of the district court’s consideration of the parties’ 

arguments and the § 3553(a) sentencing factors, and its 

articulation of reasons warranting the imposition of an upward 

variant sentence, we should defer to the district court’s 

determination as to the extent of the variance.  United 

States v. Hargrove, 701 F.3d 156, 163-64 (4th Cir. 2012) 

(affirming variance from zero-to-six-month Guidelines range to 

sixty-month sentence), cert. denied, 133 S. Ct. 2403 (2013); 

United States v. Diosdado-Star, 630 F.3d 359, 366-67 (4th Cir. 

2011) (affirming variance sentence six years greater than 

Guidelines range because sentence was based on the district 
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court’s examination of relevant § 3553(a) factors); see also 

United States v. Angle, 598 F.3d 352, 359 (7th Cir. 2010) (“All 

that matters is that the sentence imposed be reasonable in 

relation to the ‘package’ of reasons given by the court.”).  

Maness’s sentence is reasonable. 

  Accordingly, we affirm.  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 

 


