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PER CURI AM

Ernest Drayton, Jr., appeals the revocation of his supervised
rel ease term and the district court’s inposition of a ten-nonth
i nprisonment sentence with a thirty-six nonth supervised rel ease
term At the revocation hearing, Drayton admtted to one of the
three charged violations of the conditions of his supervised re-
| ease term On appeal, Drayton clainms that the district court
violated 18 U S.C A 8§ 3553(c) (West Supp. 2000), by failing to
state its reasons for the sentence i nposed. Because Drayton fail ed
to object in the district court to the sentence or the manner in
which it was inposed, we review his claimfor plain error. See

United States v. d ano, 507 U S. 725, 731 (1993).

Qur review of the record reveals that the district court nade
findings of fact regarding each violation of supervised rel ease,
and that it considered the applicable guidelines provisions,  as
well as Drayton’s recidivist tendencies in inposing sentence. Ac-
cordingly, we find that there was no plain error in the district
court’s conpliance with the applicable statutory provisions. See

United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 642 (4th Gr. 1995). We

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions

" See Chapter 7 of the Sentencing CGuidelines.



are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the Court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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