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PER CURIAM:

Jamar Lamont Hunter appeals the district court’s order
revoking his supervised release and sentencing him to twenty-
four months” imprisonment. On appeal, Hunter contends that his
sentence 1s substantively unreasonable because he committed only
one Grade C violation and the district court erred 1iIn its
consideration of the relevant statutory factors. Upon review of
the record, we affirm.

In reviewing a sentence 1imposed upon revocation of
supervised release, this Court takes a “deferential appellate
posture concerning 1issues of fact and the exercise of

discretion.” United States v. Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 439 (4th

Cir. 2006) (internal quotation marks omitted). We will affirm a
sentence imposed after revocation of supervised release if it is

not plainly unreasonable. United States v. Thompson, 595 F.3d

544, 546 (4th Cir. 2010). The Tirst step iIn this review
requires us to determine whether the sentence i1s unreasonable.
Crudup, 461 F.3d at 438. Only if the sentence is procedurally
or substantively unreasonable does our inquiry proceed to the
second step of the analysis to determine whether the sentence is
plainly unreasonable. 1d. at 438-39.

Hunter does not challenge the procedural reasonableness of
his sentence. Instead, he argues it 1is substantively

unreasonable. A sentence 1iIs substantively reasonable if the
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district court stated a proper basis for concluding the
defendant should receive the sentence iImposed, up to the
statutory maximum. Crudup, 461 F.3d at 440. “A court need not
be as detailed or specific when iImposing a revocation sentence
as 1t must be when imposing a post-conviction sentence, but it
still must provide a statement of reasons for the sentence
imposed.” Thompson, 595 F.3d at 547 (internal quotation marks
omitted).

In this case, the district court appropriately considered
the Chapter Seven policy statement range and applicable
statutory Tfactors. In announcing 1ts sentence, the district
court reasonably found that Hunter’s failure to adhere to his
supervised release terms and breach of the court’s trust after
receiving relatively lenient sentences on two prior occasions
supported the twenty-four-month maximum. The court also acted
within 1ts discretion In sentencing him to the maximum term.
Because Hunter’s sentence 1is procedurally and substantively
reasonable, it 1s not plainly unreasonable.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

this Court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



