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PER CURIAM: 
 

Darl E. Vanmeter pled guilty, pursuant to a written 

plea agreement, to aiding and abetting the possession of 

materials used in the manufacture of methamphetamine, in 

violation of 21 U.S.C. § 843(a)(6), (d)(2) (2006).  The district 

court sentenced Vanmeter below his Guidelines range to ninety-

six months’ imprisonment.  On appeal, Vanmeter challenges the 

substantive reasonableness of the sentence, contending that it 

is greater than necessary to accomplish the goals of 18 U.S.C. § 

3553(a) (2006), particularly rehabilitation.  Finding no 

reversible error, we affirm. 

This court reviews the district court’s sentence, 

“whether inside, just outside, or significantly outside the 

Guidelines range[,] under a deferential abuse-of-discretion 

standard.”  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 41 (2007).  When 

reviewing a sentence for substantive reasonableness, this court 

examines “the totality of the circumstances, including the 

extent of any variance from the Guidelines range.”  Id. at 51.    

We must be satisfied that the district court “considered the 

parties’ arguments and has a reasoned basis” for its decision.  

United States v. Diosdado-Star, 630 F.3d 359, 364 (4th Cir. 

2011) (internal quotation marks omitted).   

We conclude that Vanmeter’s ninety-six-month, below-

Guidelines sentence is substantively reasonable.  The district 
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court demonstrated that it considered Vanmeter’s arguments for a 

thirty-six-month sentence, as well as the relevant § 3553(a) 

factors, and had a reasoned basis for its sentencing decision.  

We conclude that the district court did not abuse its 

discretion.   

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 
 


