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PER CURI AM

Ghenga Omol a appeals fromthe district court order revoking
his supervised release and inposing a twenty-four nonth term of
i nprisonnment. He argues that the district court erred by failing
to state on the record its consideration of the statutory factors
required by 18 U S.C. § 3583(e)(3) (1994), or to offer sone rea-
soni ng, before inposing the statutory maxi numsentence rather than
t he sentence recomended by Chapter Seven of the Sentencing Gui de-
lines. Because Omla did not object to the sentence at the revo-
cation hearing, we review for plain error. See Fed. R Cim P

52(b); United States v. Grubb, 11 F. 3d 426, 440 (4th Gr. 1993).

Al t hough it woul d have been preferable for the district court
to express its reasoning on the record, we find that the court’s
failure to do so is not plain error because it did not result in a

m scarriage of justice. See United States v. Mtchell, 1 F.3d 235,

239 (4th Cr. 1993) (quoting United States v. Young, 470 U.S. 1, 15

(1985)). Therefore, we affirmthe district court order. W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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