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PER CURIAM:

Christopher Earl Davis appeals the district court’s
imposition of a twenty-four month sentence following the
revocation of his supervised release. On appeal, Davis contends
that his sentence i1s plainly unreasonable because the district
court failed to address his arguments for a lower sentence.
Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

The district court has broad discretion to Impose a
sentence upon revoking a defendant’s supervised release. United

States v. Thompson, 595 F.3d 544, 547 (4th Cir. 2010). We will

affirm unless the sentence is “plainly unreasonable” in light of
the applicable 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a) (2006) factors. United

States v. Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 437 (4th Cir. 2006). The

relevant applicable § 3553(a) factors to be considered are:
“the nature and circumstances of the offense and the history and
characteristics of the defendant” and the need for the sentence
“to afford adequate deterrence to criminal conduct; . . .
protect the public from further crimes of the defendant; and .
provide the defendant with needed educational or vocational
training, medical care, or other correctional treatment in the
most effective manner.” 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a)(1), (@)(B)-(D).
Our fTirst step in evaluating a sentence i1mposed upon
revocation of supervised release 1iIs to decide whether the

sentence 1Is unreasonable. Crudup, 461 F.3d at 438; Thompson,
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595 F.3d at 546. In doing so, we generally follow *“the
procedural and substantive considerations” employed In reviewing
original sentences. Crudup, 461 F.3d at 438. While the
district court need not explain the reasons for the sentence iIn
as much detail as when imposing the original sentence, “it still
must provide a statement of reasons for the sentence iImposed.”
Thompson, 595 F.3d at 547 (internal quotation marks omitted).
Additionally, the district court should address the defendant’s
nonfrivolous reasons for iImposing a sentence different from the

advisory sentencing range. United States v. Carter, 564 F.3d

325, 328 (4th Cir. 2009).
We find that the district court’s sentence was not
unreasonable. In handing down the sentence, the district court

took Into account the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual Chapter

7 policy statements and clearly considered the applicable
§ 3553(a) factors iIn arriving at a sentence. The district court
also adequately addressed Davis® arguments in its explanation.
Thus, we find that the sentence iImposed by the district court
was not unreasonable in light of the circumstances.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district
court. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and

legal contentions are adequately presented i1in the materials



before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



