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PER CURIAM: 

Corey Leon White appeals the seventy-eight month 

sentence imposed by the district court upon his plea of guilty 

to one count of bank robbery in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2113(a) 

(2006).  We affirm. 

White claims his above-Guidelines sentence is 

substantively unreasonable.  We review a sentence under a 

deferential abuse of discretion standard.  Gall v. United 

States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007).  The first step in this review 

requires us to inspect for procedural reasonableness by ensuring 

that the district court committed no significant procedural 

errors, such as improperly calculating the Guidelines range, 

failing to consider the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2006) factors, or 

failing to adequately explain the sentence.  United States v. 

Boulware, 604 F.3d 832, 837-38 (4th Cir. 2010).  We then 

consider the substantive reasonableness of the sentence imposed, 

taking into account the totality of the circumstances.  Gall, 

552 U.S. at 51.  No presumption of unreasonableness attaches to 

a sentence outside of a properly-calculated Guidelines range.  

Id. 

White contends that the seventy-eight month sentence 

is unduly harsh given the unexceptional offense conduct and 

other mitigating factors.  The district court premised the 

upward variance, however, on White’s uninterrupted history of 
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criminal activity and concomitant need for added deterrence.  In 

White’s case, we do not find that a seventy-eight month sentence 

is harsher than necessary to achieve the sentencing goals of 18 

U.S.C. § 3553(a). 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  

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 in the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 


