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PER CURIAM: 

Allen Grey Beasley appeals the 240-month, downward 

departure sentence he received on his conviction of conspiring 

to distribute and possess with intent to distribute 

methamphetamine, in violation of 21 U.S.C.A. §§ 841(b)(1)(A) and 

846 (West 1999 & Supp. 2012).  Although the Government has filed 

a motion to dismiss the appeal under United States v. Hill, 70 

F.3d 321, 324 (4th Cir. 1995), as challenging only the extent of 

the substantial assistance downward departure that Beasley 

received, we believe that Beasley’s appellate arguments are 

better read as essentially challenging his sentence as 

procedurally and substantively unreasonable, as measured against 

the sentence received by one of his codefendants who did not 

provide substantial assistance to the Government.  We therefore 

deny the Government’s motion. 

Nevertheless, we affirm the judgment of the district 

court.  We discern no procedural error with the district court’s 

computation of the Guidelines range or its weighing of the 

various applicable factors — including the sentence received by 

Beasley’s codefendant — in determining the length of Beasley’s 

sentence.  See Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007); 

see also 18 U.S.C. §§ 3553(a), (e) (2006); U.S. Sentencing 

Guidelines Manual § 5G1.1(b).  Nor has Beasley identified any 

reason to disturb the presumptive substantive reasonableness of 
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his below-Guidelines sentence.  United States v. Susi, 674 F.3d 

278, 289 (4th Cir. 2012) (a sentence falling below the advisory 

Guidelines range is presumptively reasonable). 

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district 

court.  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 

 


