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PER CURIAM:

Alvin T. Hill appeals from the district court’s
judgment revoking his supervised release and sentencing him to
twenty-four months of 1i1mprisonment, a sentence above the
advisory guidelines range. On appeal, Hill does not challenge
the district court’s finding that he violated the conditions of
his supervised release or the court’s revocation of supervised
release, but he contends his sentence was greater than necessary
to serve the purposes of sentencing and that the court failed to
explain sufficiently its chosen sentence. We affirm.

Although the sentence Hill vreceived is above the
advisory sentencing guidelines range, it iIs within the
applicable statutory maximum sentence. Moreover, our review of
the record leads us to conclude that the district court did not
plainly err in its consideration of the statutory factors and
its statement of its reasons for iImposing an above-guidelines

sentence. See United States v. Thompson, 595 F.3d 544, 546 (4th

Cir. 2010) (providing standard of review); United States V.

Carter, 564 F.3d 325, 330 @4th Cir. 2009) (requiring an
individualized consideration of the sentencing factors as they
apply to the defendant). We therefore find that the sentence
imposed upon revocation of supervised release is not plainly

unreasonable. See United States v. Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 439-40

(4th Cir. 2006) (providing standard); see also United States v.
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Finley, 531 F.3d 288, 294 (4th Cir. 2008) (““In applying the
‘plainly unreasonable” standard, we Tfirst determine, using the

instructions given in Gall[ v. United States, 552 U.S. 38

(2007)], whether a sentence is “unreasonable.””).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.
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



