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PER CURIAM: 

Jeromey Keith Mitchell appeals his sentence after 

pleading guilty to conspiracy to distribute and to possess with 

intent to distribute 280 grams or more of cocaine base, six 

counts of distributing cocaine base, and one count of possession 

with intent to distribute cocaine base.  On appeal, he contends 

his sentence is substantively unreasonable.  We affirm. 

We review a criminal sentence for reasonableness using 

an abuse of discretion standard.  United States v. McManus, 734 

F.3d 315, 317 (4th Cir. 2013) (citing Gall v. United States, 552 

U.S. 38, 51 (2007)).  We first consider whether the district 

court committed a significant procedural error, such as 

improperly calculating the Guidelines range or inadequately 

explaining the sentence imposed.  United States v. Allmendinger, 

706 F.3d 330, 340 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 133 S. Ct. 2747 

(2013).  If the sentence is procedurally reasonable, we then 

consider whether it is substantively reasonable, taking into 

account the totality of the circumstances and giving due 

deference to the district court’s decision.  Gall, 552 U.S. at 

51.  We presume that a sentence within or below a properly 

calculated Guidelines range is substantively reasonable.  United 

States v. Susi, 674 F.3d 278, 289 (4th Cir. 2012). 

In sentencing, the district court must first correctly 

calculate the defendant’s Guidelines range.  Allmendinger, 706 
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F.3d at 340.  The court is next required to give the parties an 

opportunity to argue for what they believe is an appropriate 

sentence, and the court must consider those arguments in light 

of the factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2012).  Id.  

When imposing a sentence, the court must make and place on the 

record an individualized assessment based on the particular 

facts of the case.  United States v. Carter, 564 F.3d 325, 328, 

330 (4th Cir. 2009).  While a court must consider the statutory 

factors and explain its sentence, it need not explicitly 

reference § 3553(a) or discuss every factor on the record.  

United States v. Johnson, 445 F.3d 339, 345 (4th Cir. 2006).  

The court “should set forth enough to satisfy the appellate 

court that [it] has considered the parties’ arguments and has a 

reasoned basis for exercising [its] own legal decisionmaking 

authority.”  Rita v. United States, 551 U.S. 338, 356 (2007). 

On appeal, Mitchell does not challenge the procedural 

reasonableness of his sentence but contends that his 264-month 

prison sentence is substantively unreasonable.  We disagree.  

The district court correctly calculated that his Guidelines 

range was 292 to 365 months and reasonably determined that a 

sentence of 264 months, 28 months below the low end of the 

range, was appropriate based on its thorough, individualized 

assessment of Mitchell’s case in light of his arguments and the 

§ 3553(a) factors.  Based on a totality of the circumstances, we 
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conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion, 

and we accord deference to its sentencing decisions.  See United 

States v. Rivera-Santana, 668 F.3d 95, 106 (4th Cir. 2012). 

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 

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 
 

 


