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PER CURIAM:

Lavaris Jamil Perry pled guilty pursuant to a plea
agreement to one count of conspiracy to possess and utter
counterfeit securities and one count of possessing and uttering
counterfeit securities. He was sentenced to twenty-seven
months” Imprisonment, three years of supervised release, and
restitution. On appeal, Perry challenges his sentence. Finding
no error, we affirm.

We review a sentence TfTor reasonableness, applying a

“deferential abuse-of-discretion standard.” Gall v. United

States, 552 U.S. 38, 52 (2007). We first consider whether the
sentencing court committed “significant procedural error,”
including improper calculation of the Guidelines range,
insufficient consideration of the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2012)
factors, and inadequate explanation of the sentence iImposed.

Id. at 51; see United States v. Lynn, 592 F.3d 572, 575 (4th

Cir. 2010). In assessing Guidelines calculations, we review
factual findings for clear error, legal conclusions de novo, and

unpreserved arguments for plain error. United States V.

Strieper, 666 F.3d 288, 292 (4th Cir. 2012).

IT we find the sentence procedurally reasonable, we
also consider i1ts substantive reasonableness under the totality
of the circumstances. Lynn, 592 F.3d at 575. The sentence

imposed must be “sufficient, but not greater than necessary, to
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comply with the purposes” of sentencing. 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)-
We presume on appeal that a within-Guidelines sentence is
substantively reasonable, and the defendant bears the burden to
“rebut the presumption by demonstrating that the sentence is
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).

Upon review, we find Perry’s within-Guidelines
sentence to be both procedurally and substantively reasonable.
The district court expressly considered the 8 3553(a) factors,
and Perry has not rebutted the presumption of reasonableness
applicable to his sentence. 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



