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PER CURIAM:

Thomas Lee Cummings appeals the district court’s order denying his motion for a
sentence reduction under § 404 of the First Step Act of 2018 (“First Step Act”), Pub. L.
No. 115-391, 132 Stat. 5194. Counsel has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California,
386 U.S. 738 (1967), stating that there are no meritorious grounds for appeal but
questioning whether the district court abused its discretion in denying Cummings’ motion.
Cummings was advised of his right to file a supplemental brief, but he has not done so.
The Government has declined to file a response brief. We affirm.

Where, as here, a defendant is eligible for a sentence reduction under the First Step
Act, we review the district court’s decision to deny the motion for abuse of discretion. See
United States v. Jackson, 952 F.3d 492, 495-97 (4th Cir. 2020). “A district court abuses
its discretion when it acts arbitrarily or irrationally, fails to consider judicially recognized
factors constraining its exercise of discretion, relies on erroneous factual or legal premises,
or commits an error of law.” United States v. Dillard, 891 F.3d 151, 158 (4th Cir. 2018)
(internal quotation marks omitted).

When denying Cummings’ motion for a sentence reduction under the First Step Act,
the district court accurately described the record; considered Cummings’ new Sentencing
Guidelines range, the relevant 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors, and Cummings’ arguments in
favor of a reduction; and thoroughly explained its reasons for denying the motion. The
court ultimately found that the seriousness of Cummings’ offense and his history of
violence, significant criminal record, poor performance on supervision, and relatively

recent serious misconduct in prison outweighed his self-improvement efforts during his
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incarceration. Under the deferential abuse-of-discretion standard, we conclude that the
district court did not err in declining to reduce Cummings’ sentence under the First Step
Act.

In accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record in this case and have
found no meritorious issues for appeal. We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment.
This court requires that counsel inform Cummings, in writing, of the right to petition the
Supreme Court of the United States for further review. If Cummings requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then counsel may
move in this court for leave to withdraw from representation. Counsel’s motion must state
that a copy thereof was served on Cummings.

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



