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PER CURIAM:

Mitchell McNeil appeals the 300-month sentence imposed after he pled guilty,
pursuant to a plea agreement (“the Agreement”), to conspiracy to distribute and possession
with intent to distribute 50 grams or more of methamphetamine and 50 grams or more of
marijuana, in violation of 21 U.S.C. §§ 841 (a)(1), (b)(1)(A), 846; distribution of 50 grams
or more of methamphetamine and aiding and abetting, in violation of 21 U.S.C.
§§ 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A), 2; and possession with intent to distribute 50 grams or more of
methamphetamine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A). On appeal, McNeil
asserts that the Government breached the Agreement by seeking, and ultimately receiving,
an enhancement to his offense level based on McNeil’s possession of a dangerous weapon,

in accordance with U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 2D1.1(b)(1) (2024). McNeil

contends that the Government was barred from seeking this enhancement because this was
not a stipulated sentencing factor in the Agreement. Upon review, we conclude that there
was no breach of the plea agreement and therefore affirm.

“Because [McNeil] did not challenge the government’s purported breach of the plea
agreement before the district court, we review his claim for plain error.” United States v.
Edgell, 914 F.3d 281, 286 (4th Cir. 2019). “Under that standard, [McNeil] must show that
the government plainly breached its plea agreement with him and that the breach both
affected his substantial rights and called into question the fairness, integrity, or public
reputation of judicial proceedings.” Id. at 286-87.

“Plea agreements are grounded in contract law, and both parties to a plea agreement

should receive the benefit of their bargain.” United States v. Tate, 845 F.3d 571, 575 (4th
2



Cir. 2017). Thus, “[t]he government breaches a plea agreement when a promise it made to
induce the plea goes unfulfilled.” Id. “However, a central tenet of contract law is that no
party is obligated to provide more than is specified in the agreement itself. Accordingly,
in enforcing plea agreements, the government is held only to those promises that it actually
made to the defendant.” Id. (internal quotation marks and brackets omitted).

In this case, the Agreement provided that it contained the entirety of the agreement
between the parties and that there existed no other agreements or terms. The Agreement
also listed the only sentencing factors to which the parties stipulated, and indicated that the
Government reserved its right to present any evidence and information at sentencing and
to make a sentence recommendation. However, nothing in the Agreement limited the
parties from arguing about the applicability of other sentencing factors. We therefore reject
McNeil’s argument that the Government breached the Agreement by seeking application
of the dangerous weapons enhancement to his offense level. See, e.g., United States v.
Johnson, 119 F.4th 343, 351 (4th Cir. 2024) (finding that similar provisions undermined
defendant’s argument that government agreed not to argue for a sentence above the
applicable Sentencing Guidelines range).

Accordingly, we affirm the criminal judgment. 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



