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PER CURIAM:

Kareem Saint Roberson appeals from his fifty-one-month
sentence iImposed upon revocation of his supervised release. On
appeal, he asserts that his sentence IS substantively
unreasonable. We affirm.

Roberson contends on appeal that his sentence is
substantively unreasonable because the district court did not
make an individualized assessment of his argument for a downward
variance from the Sentencing Guidelines range. Defense counsel
asked the court to consider sentencing Roberson below the
Sentencing Guidelines range of fifty-one to sixty months for the
supervised release violation i1n consideration of the over four
years Roberson served for the criminal conduct involved and
because he is a relatively young man who could make something of
himself after incarceration. Roberson argues on appeal that the
court made a TfTinding that all defendants who had previously
served an imprisonment term for criminal conduct that
constituted a supervised release violation could argue for a
variance based on time served. Roberson argues that the court
improperly rejected the argument without considering It as a
mitigating factor in his individual case.

A sentence iImposed after revocation of supervised
release should be affirmed 1f it 1is within the applicable

statutory maximum and 1is not plainly unreasonable. United
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States v. Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 439-40 (4th Cir. 2006). In

making this determination, the court first considers whether the
sentence 1is unreasonable. Id. at 438. “This initial inquiry
takes a more deferential appellate posture concerning issues of

fact and the exercise of discretion than reasonableness review

for guidelines sentences.” United States v. Moulden, 478 F.3d
652, 656 (4th Cir. 2007). In making 1its review, the court
“follow[s] generally the procedural and substantive

considerations that [are] employ[ed] in [the] review of original
sentences, . . . with some necessary modifications to take iInto
account the unique nature of supervised release revocation
sentences.” Crudup, 461 F.3d at 438-39.

A sentence imposed upon revocation of release 1is
substantively reasonable if the district court stated a proper
basis for concluding that the defendant should receive the
sentence imposed, up to the statutory maximum. Crudup, 461 F.3d
at 440. The court should affirm if the sentence 1is not
unreasonable. Id. at 439. Only i1f a sentence 1is found
unreasonable will the court “decide whether the sentence 1is
plainly unreasonable.” 1d. *“[T]lhe court ultimately has broad
discretion to revoke i1ts previous sentence and impose a term of
imprisonment up to the statutory maximum.” 1d.

Here, the district court considered Roberson’s

argument for a downward variance based on the time served on the
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criminal conduct related to his supervised release violation and
rejected 1it. Although Roberson argues that the court’s
explanation for rejecting the argument did not evince an
individual consideration of his case, the court’s reasoning
directly addressed the argument and rejected It on i1ts merits.
The court explicitly considered the Guidelines range as well as
the statutory factors of § 3553 that i1t was permitted to
consider when arriving at a sentence. Further, given the
court’s broad discretion, the reasons stated for 1iImposing a
sentence at the Jlowest end of the Guidelines range were
substantively sufficient. The court rejected Roberson’s request
for a downward variance and heard argument that Roberson
disregarded the conditions of supervised release by iImmediately
committing another drug offense. The court acknowledged
Roberson’s younger age, but stated that the sentence imposed was
necessary to provide adequate deterrence and to promote respect
for the law. Thus, the Tfifty-one month sentence for Roberson’s
violation of supervised release was not an abuse of discretion.
Moreover, Roberson faces a very heavy burden 1in
challenging his sentence. Even if he could show that his
sentence was unreasonable, he would still need to show that it
was plainly unreasonable. A sentence i1s “plainly unreasonable”

ifT 1t “run[s] afoul of clearly settled law.” United States v.

Thompson, 595 F.3d 544, 548 (4th Cir. 2010). Roberson has not
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cited clearly settled law that was violated by the district
court’s sentence, and the record does not reveal any such
obvious errors.

We  therefore affirm the sentence i1mposed upon
revocation of supervised release. 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



