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PER CURIAM:

Lawrence Thomas Steen, Jr., pleaded guilty, without a written plea agreement, to
possession of a firearm by a convicted felon, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(1),
924(a)(2). The district court sentenced Steen to 24 months’ imprisonment. On appeal,
Steen argues that his sentence is substantively unreasonable. 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). We
look to “the totality of the circumstances to see whether the sentencing court abused its
discretion in concluding that the sentence it chose satisfied the standards set forth in
[18 U.S.C.] § 3553(a).” United States v. Arbaugh, 951 F.3d 167, 176 (4th Cir. 2020)
(internal quotation marks omitted). A within-Guidelines sentence is presumptively
reasonable. United States v. Gillespie, 27 F.4th 934, 945 (4th Cir. 2022), petition for cert.
filed, No. 21-8089 (U.S. June 8, 2022). A defendant can rebut that presumption only “by
showing that the sentence is unreasonable when measured against the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)
factors.” United States v. Bennett, 986 F.3d 389, 401 (4th Cir.) (internal quotation marks
omitted), cert. denied, 142 S. Ct. 595 (2021). Upon review of the record, we conclude that
Steen has failed to rebut the presumption that his within-Guidelines sentence is

substantively reasonable.



We therefore 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



