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PER CURIAM: 

 Following a hearing, the district court revoked 

Michael Olds’ supervised release and sentenced him to thirty 

months in prison.  Olds now appeals, claiming that his sentence 

is plainly unreasonable.  We affirm. 

 At his revocation hearing, the district court found 

that Olds had committed five Grade C release violations as 

charged.  Olds’ criminal history category was III, and his 

recommended Guidelines range upon revocation of release was 5-11 

months.  After hearing from counsel and Olds, the court imposed 

a thirty-month sentence based on the need to protect society 

from Olds’ ongoing drug use and his need for intensive drug 

therapy.   

 We will affirm a sentence imposed following revocation 

of supervised release if it is within the prescribed statutory 

range and is not plainly unreasonable.  United States v. Crudup, 

461 F.3d 433, 439-40 (4th Cir 2006).  Here, our review of the 

record reveals that the sentence falls within the statutory 

maximum of five years.  See 18 U.S.C.A. § 3583(e)(3) (West 2000 

& Supp. 2010). Further, the sentence is procedurally reasonable: 

in sentencing Olds, the district court considered both the 

Chapter 7 policy statements and the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2006)  

factors that it was permitted to consider.  See Crudup, 461 F.3d 

at 438-40; 18 U.S.C.A. § 3583(e).  Notably, two of those factors 



3 
 

(the need to protect society and his need for intensive drug 

therapy, see 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(C), (a)(2)(D)) were the 

court’s stated reasons for imposing a sentence above the 

recommended range.  Finally, the sentence is substantively 

reasonable, for the court adequately explained the sentence.  

See Crudup, 461 F.3d at 440.   

  We therefore 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 




