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PER CURI AM

Charles Dustin Salnons appeals the district court’s
j udgnment revoking his supervised release for the second tine and
sentencing himto six nonths in prison foll owed by twel ve nont hs of
supervi sed rel ease. On appeal, Sal nons argues that his six-nonth
sentence is unreasonable in light of the factors set out in 18
USCA 8 3553(a) (Wst 2000 & Supp. 2005), and that the
mtigating factors surrounding his enploynment status warrant
nmodi fication of the ternms and conditions of supervised rel ease. W
affirm

We reviewa district court’s judgnent revoki ng supervi sed
release and inmposing a term of inprisonment for abuse of

discretion. United States v. Davis, 53 F. 3d 638, 642-43 (4th Gr

1995). In exercising this discretion, the district court mnust
consider the factors set forth in 18 U S.C A 8 3553(a). See 18
US CA 8 3583(e) (West 2000 & Supp. 2005). Qur review of the
record convinces us the district court fully considered Sal nons’s
hi story and characteristics and did not abuse its discretion.

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s judgnment. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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