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PER CURIAM: 

Susana Rosaldo-Cruz pled guilty, pursuant to a written plea agreement, to 

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

district court imposed a sentence of 216 months’ imprisonment, below the advisory 

Sentencing Guidelines range.  On appeal, Rosaldo-Cruz argues that the sentence is 

procedurally and substantively unreasonable compared to the sentence of 144 months’ 

imprisonment that her codefendant received.  We affirm. 

We review “all sentences—whether inside, just outside, or significantly outside the 

Guidelines range—under a deferential abuse-of-discretion standard.”  United States v. 

Torres-Reyes, 952 F.3d 147, 151 (4th Cir. 2020) (internal quotation marks omitted).  In 

conducting this review, we must first ensure that the sentence is procedurally reasonable, 

“consider[ing] whether the district court properly calculated the defendant’s advisory 

[G]uidelines range, gave the parties an opportunity to argue for an appropriate sentence, 

considered the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors, and sufficiently explained the selected 

sentence.”  Id. (internal quotation marks omitted).  If the sentence is free of “significant 

procedural error,” we then review it for substantive reasonableness, “tak[ing] into account 

the totality of the circumstances.”  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007). 

We are satisfied that Rosaldo-Cruz’s sentence is procedurally reasonable.  The 

district court properly calculated Rosaldo-Cruz’s Guidelines range, adequately considered 

the § 3553(a) factors, providing a meaningful explanation for the sentence it chose, and 

sufficiently addressed Rosaldo-Cruz’s arguments.  See Gall, 552 U.S. at 49-51.  The court 

also granted in part her request for a downward variance based on Rosaldo-Cruz’s limited 
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criminal history and the need to avoid unwarranted sentence disparities.  Accordingly, we 

discern no procedural error in Rosaldo-Cruz’s sentence. 

We also conclude that Rosaldo-Cruz has failed to rebut the presumption of 

substantive reasonableness afforded to her below-Guidelines sentence.  While the court 

found that Rosaldo-Cruz had a similar criminal background to her codefendant, it also 

found that Rosaldo-Cruz was a substantial part of the drug conspiracy, was responsible for 

a significantly larger drug weight than that for which she was held responsible, and had 

made several attempts to minimize her role.  The court accordingly found that a sentence 

of 216 months’ imprisonment was sufficient but not greater than necessary given the 

§ 3553(a) factors. 

We therefore affirm the criminal 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 


