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PER CURIAM:

Douglas Thomas, Jr., appeals the district court’s
judgment revoking his supervised release and sentencing him to
five months” iImprisonment and Tfour years” supervised release.
Thomas contends that the imposition of an additional term of
supervised release is substantively unreasonable because he has
shown himself to be unable to comply with the terms of his
supervised release. Finding no error, we affirm.

“A district court has broad discretion when Imposing a

sentence upon revocation of supervised release.” United States

v. Webb, 738 F.3d 638, 640 4th Cir. 2013). A revocation
sentence that i1s both within the applicable statutory maximum
and not “plainly unreasonable” will be affirmed on appeal.

United States v. Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 437-38 (4th Cir. 2006).

In conducting this review, we assess the sentence for
reasonableness, utilizing ‘“the procedural and substantive
considerations” employed in evaluating an original criminal
sentence. 1d. at 438. A revocation sentence iIs substantively
reasonable 1f the district court states a proper basis for
concluding that the defendant should receive the sentence
imposed, up to the statutory maximum. 1d. at 440. Only if a
sentence is found procedurally or substantively unreasonable

will we “then decide whether the sentence 1i1s plainly

unreasonable.” 1Id. at 439.



We find that Thomas’s past failure to comply with the
conditions of supervised release does not render the district
court’s imposition of an additional term of supervised release
substantively unreasonable. Cf. 1d. at 440 (holding that
defendant’s “admitted pattern of violating numerous conditions
of his supervised release” justified more severe sentence). To
the extent Thomas argues that it is impossible for him to comply
with the terms of supervised release by refraining from using
marijuana, the vrecord does not support this contention,
especially in view of the evidence that Thomas has never
earnestly participated in substance abuse treatment.
Accordingly, we find that Thomas’s sentence 1s substantively
reasonable.

We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented iIn the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



