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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion. 
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PER CURIAM: 

Saleh O. Hamid appeals his 30-month sentence for theft of government funds.  

Hamid argues that the district court erred in calculating the loss amount and restitution 

amount.  Finding no reversible error, we affirm. 

“In determining whether a district court properly applied the advisory [Sentencing] 

Guidelines, including application of any sentencing enhancements, we review the district 

court’s legal conclusions de novo and its factual findings for clear error.”  United States 

v. Layton, 564 F.3d 330, 334 (4th Cir. 2009).  Having carefully reviewed the record, we 

conclude that the district court did not clearly err in calculating a reasonable amount of 

loss.  See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 2B1.1(b)(1) & cmt. n.3 (2015).  We also 

determine that the district court did not abuse its discretion by imposing restitution in an 

amount equal to its loss calculation under the Guidelines.  See United States v. Catone, 

769 F.3d 866, 875, 877 (4th Cir. 2014). 

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 
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