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PER CURIAM:

Kamal Qazah and Salah Mohamed were implicated in the same criminal scheme,
and their cases were consolidated in district court. Qazah and Mohamed each pled guilty,
without a written plea agreement, to conspiracy to escape from a federal correctional
institution, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 371 (2012), and escape from federal custody, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 751(a) (2012). For each Appellant, the district court calculated an
advisory Sentencing Guidelines range of 12 to 18 months’ imprisonment, but imposed an
upward variance sentence of 60 months’ imprisonment. The Appellants argue that their
sentences are procedurally and substantively unreasonable. We affirm.

We review a criminal sentence, “whether inside, just outside, or significantly
outside the Guidelines range,” for reasonableness “under a deferential abuse-of-discretion
standard.” Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 41 (2007); see United States v. King, 673
F.3d 274, 283 (4th Cir. 2012). We “first ensure that the district court committed no
significant procedural error,” such as improperly calculating the Guidelines range, failing
to consider the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2012) sentencing factors, or inadequately explaining
the sentence imposed. Gall, 552 U.S. at 51. To adequately explain the sentence imposed,
the district court “should set forth enough to satisfy the appellate court that he has
considered the parties’ arguments and has a reasoned basis for exercising his own legal
decision-making authority.” United States v. Blue, 877 F.3d 513, 518 (4th Cir. 2017)
(internal quotation marks omitted).

If a sentence is free of “significant procedural error,” then this Court reviews it for

substantive reasonableness, “tak[ing] into account the totality of the circumstances.” Gall,
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552 U.S. at 51. The sentence imposed must be “sufficient, but not greater than necessary,”
to satisfy the goals of sentencing. 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a). In reviewing a sentence outside
the Guidelines range, this Court “may consider the extent of the deviation, but must give
due deference to the district court’s decision that the 8§ 3553(a) factors, on a whole, justify
the extent of the variance.” Gall, 552 U.S. at 51.

We conclude that the Appellants’ sentences are procedurally and substantively
reasonable. The district court explicitly discussed several of the § 3553(a) factors and
applied them to the facts of the cases, did not analyze any impermissible factors, and
responded to the Appellants’ mitigating arguments. The court also sufficiently explained
the factors it considered in imposing the upward variance sentences, including the serious
and complex nature of the Appellants’ escapes and prior crimes; the need to deter the
Appellants and protect the public due to a high likelihood of recidivism; and the need to
deter other inmates.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgments. 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



