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PER CURIAM: 

  Jonathan Cradle appeals the district court’s judgment 

sentencing him to thirty-two months’ imprisonment.  Cradle pled 

guilty, pursuant to a written plea agreement, to possession of a 

firearm by a convicted felon in violation of 18 U.S.C. 

§ 922(g)(1) (2006), and to making a false statement to a federal 

agent in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1001 (2006).  On appeal, 

Cradle contends that his sentence is substantively unreasonable.  

We affirm. 

  We review a sentence for reasonableness, applying an 

abuse of discretion standard.  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 

38, 51 (2007); United States v. Layton, 564 F.3d 330, 335 (4th 

Cir. 2009).  In so doing, we first examine the sentence for 

significant procedural error, including failing to calculate (or 

improperly calculating) the advisory Sentencing Guidelines 

range, treating the Guidelines as mandatory, failing to consider 

the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2006) factors, selecting a sentence 

based on clearly erroneous facts, or failing to adequately 

explain the chosen sentence.  Gall, 552 U.S. at 51.  When 

considering the substantive reasonableness of the sentence, we 

take into account the totality of the circumstances.  United 

States v. Mendoza–Mendoza, 597 F.3d 212, 216 (4th Cir. 2010).  

If the sentence is within the Guidelines range, we presume on 

appeal that the sentence is reasonable.  United States v. Go, 



3 
 

517 F.3d 216, 218 (4th Cir. 2008); see Rita v. United States, 

551 U.S. 338, 346–56 (2007) (permitting appellate presumption of 

reasonableness for within-Guidelines sentence). 

  Cradle contends that the district court did not give 

the required weight to the mitigating circumstances that he 

provided at sentencing, and therefore the district court’s 

within-Guidelines sentence is not entitled to a presumption of 

reasonableness.  Upon review of the record, we conclude that the 

district court adequately considered Cradle’s arguments for a 

more lenient sentence, weighed them against the nature of his 

offenses, and arrived at a sentence that was substantively 

reasonable. 

  Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the material before this 

court and argument will not aid the decisional process.  

 

AFFIRMED  

 


