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PER CURIAM:

Jorge Antonio Herrera-Castaneda pled guilty, pursuant
to a written plea agreement, to illegal reentry by an aggravated
felon, i1n violation of 8 U.S.C. 8 1326(a) & (b)(2) (2012). The
district court sentenced Herrera-Castaneda to twenty-four
months” imprisonment, a term at the top of his properly
calculated Sentencing Guidelines range. On appeal, Herrera-
Castaneda challenges the substantive reasonableness of the
sentence, contending that it 1is greater than necessary to
accomplish the goals of 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2006). Finding no
reversible error, we affirm.

We review Herrera-Castaneda’s sentence for abuse of

discretion. Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007).

When reviewing a sentence for substantive reasonableness, we
“examine[] the totality of the circumstances,” and, 11f the
sentence 1i1s within the properly calculated Guidelines range,
apply a presumption on appeal that the sentence is substantively

reasonable. United States v. Mendoza-Mendoza, 597 F.3d 212,

216-17 (4th Cir. 2010). Such a presumption is rebutted only 1f
the defendant shows “that the sentence 1S unreasonable when

measured against the § 3553(a) factors.” United States v.

Montes-Pineda, 445 F.3d 375, 379 (4th Cir. 2006) (internal

quotation marks omitted).



We conclude that Herrera-Castaneda’s twenty-four-month
within-Guidelines sentence 1Is substantively reasonable, as
Herrera-Castaneda fails to overcome the appellate presumption of
reasonableness afforded his sentence. The district court
considered the 8 3553(a) factors, noting Herrera-Castaneda’s
criminal past and lack of respect for the law as reflected 1iIn
his repeat i1llegal reentries into the United States. Moreover,
the court acknowledged the arguments Herrera-Castaneda made 1In
mitigation and considered Herrera-Castaneda’s particular needs
in crafting his sentence, recommending that he receive substance
abuse treatment. In sum, we conclude that the district court
acted within i1ts discretion by finding that Herrera-Castaneda’s
twenty-four-month sentence was not greater than necessary to
accomplish the goals of 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).

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



