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PER CURIAM:

Steven Antonio Peterson pleaded guilty to two counts of possession of a firearm and
ammunition by a convicted felon, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(1), 924(a)(2).” The
district court sentenced Peterson to a total of 168 months’ imprisonment, within the
Sentencing Guidelines range, and Peterson now appeals. On appeal, Peterson contends
that his sentence is procedurally unreasonable because the district court failed to address
some of the mitigating arguments he presented in support of a lower sentence, including
his acceptance of responsibility, his family support, and his desire to give back to his
community through mentoring. Finding no error, we affirm.

We review a sentence for reasonableness, applying ‘“a deferential
abuse-of-discretion standard.” Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 41 (2007). “A district
court is required . . . to explain adequately the sentence imposed to allow for meaningful
appellate review and to promote the perception of fair sentencing.” United States v. Lewis,
958 F.3d 240, 243 (4th Cir. 2020) (internal quotation marks omitted). “[A] district court’s
explanation should provide some indication that the court considered the [18 U.S.C.]

§ 3553(a) factors . . . and also that it considered [the] defendant’s nonfrivolous arguments

for a lower sentence.” United States v. Nance, 957 F.3d 204, 212-13 (4th Cir. 2020)

" Section 924(a)(2) was amended and no longer provides the penalty for § 922(g)(1)
convictions; the new penalty provision in 18 U.S.C. § 924(a)(8) sets forth a statutory
maximum sentence of 15 years’ imprisonment for a § 922(g)(1) offense. See Bipartisan
Safer Communities Act, Pub. L. No. 117-159, § 12004(c), 136 Stat. 1313, 1329 (2022).
The 15-year statutory maximum does not apply in this case, however, because Peterson
committed his offense before the June 25, 2022, amendment of the statute.
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(cleaned up). However, “in a routine case, where the district court imposes a
within-Guidelines sentence, the explanation need not be elaborate or lengthy.” United
States v. Arbaugh,951 F.3d 167, 174-75 (4th Cir. 2020) (internal quotation marks omitted).
Thus, we will not vacate a sentence where “[t]he context surrounding a district court’s
explanation . . . imbue[s] it with enough content for us to evaluate both whether the court
considered the § 3553(a) factors and whether it did so properly.” United States v.
Montes-Pineda, 445 F.3d 375, 381 (4th Cir. 2006).

We have reviewed the record and conclude that the district court adequately
considered the parties’ arguments and explained its rationale for imposing Peterson’s
168-month sentence based on Peterson’s history and characteristics and the dangerous
nature of the conduct underlying the § 922(g) offenses. Indeed, as here, when the court
has fully addressed the defendant’s “central thesis” in mitigation, it need not “address
separately each supporting data point marshalled on its behalf.” Nance, 957 F.3d at 214.
In any event, even if the district court erred, as the record provides “fair assurance that the
district court’s explicit consideration of the defendant’s arguments would not have affected
the sentence imposed,” we conclude that any such error would be harmless. See United
States v. Boulware, 604 F.3d 832, 838 (4th Cir. 2010) (cleaned up).

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



