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PER CURIAM: 

  Rodney Patrick Hunt pled guilty in accordance with a 

plea agreement to possession of a firearm by a person subject to 

a domestic violence court order, 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(8), 924(a) 

(2006), and was sentenced to seventy months in prison.  He 

appeals his sentence.  We affirm. 

  Hunt contends that his sentence is unreasonable.  We 

review a sentence for reasonableness, applying an abuse-of-

discretion standard.  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 

(2007).  In conducting our review, we first examine the sentence 

for “significant procedural error,” including “failing to 

calculate (or improperly calculating) the Guidelines range, 

treating the Guidelines as mandatory, failing to consider the 

[18 U.S.C.] § 3553(a) [2006] factors, selecting a sentence based 

on clearly erroneous facts, or failing to adequately explain the 

chosen sentence. . . .”  Id.  We next “consider the substantive 

reasonableness of the sentence imposed . . . , [taking] into 

account the totality of the circumstances.”  Id.  In imposing 

sentence, the district court must provide an “individualized 

assessment” based upon the specific facts before it.  United 

States v. Carter, 564 F.3d 325, 328 (4th Cir. 2009).   

  Here, the district court correctly calculated Hunt’s 

advisory Guidelines range, performed an individualized 

assessment of the § 3553(a) factors as they applied to the case, 
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and stated in open court the reasons for the sentence.  In this 

regard, the court found that, although Hunt was illiterate, he 

was obligated to learn that the domestic violence court order 

prohibited his possession of firearms.  The court also concluded 

that certain positive aspects of Hunt’s life did not outweigh 

his lengthy criminal history, including relatively recent 

serious offenses.  Additionally, the court observed that the 

prior sentences Hunt had received had not served to deter his 

criminal behavior.  

  We reject Hunt’s contention that the district court 

did not adequately address the various § 3553(a) factors and, in 

particular, was obligated to explain how a matter addressed at a 

bench conference impacted the chosen sentence.  “Where a 

[sentencing] matter is . . . conceptually simple . . . and the 

record makes clear that the sentencing court considered the 

evidence and arguments,” extensive explanation of the sentence 

is not required.  Rita v. United States, 551 U.S. 338, 359 

(2007).  Nor is it necessary that the sentencing court address 

every § 3553(a) factor on the record.  United States v. Johnson, 

445 F.3d 339, 345 (4th Cir. 2006).   

  Hunt’s sentence, which falls within his advisory 

Guidelines range of 70-87 months, is presumptively reasonable.  

See United States v. Pauley, 511 F.3d 468, 473 (4th Cir. 2007).  
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We conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion 

in imposing a seventy-month sentence. 

  We accordingly affirm.  We dispense with oral argument 

because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented 

in the materials before the court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 


