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PER CURIAM: 

Christopher Lee Lineberry appeals from the 42-month 

sentence imposed by the district court upon revocation of his 

supervised release.  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 is both within the 

applicable statutory maximum and not “plainly unreasonable” will 

be affirmed  on appeal.  United States v. Padgett, 788 F.3d 370, 

373 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 136 S. Ct. 494 (2015); 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.  Id. at 438.  

We find that Lineberry’s sentence is both procedurally and 

substantively reasonable.  The district court appropriately 

considered Lineberry’s argument for a below-Guidelines sentence 

and adequately explained its reasons for the sentence imposed.  

Accordingly, we 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 in the 

decisional process.  

AFFIRMED 


