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PER CURIAM:

Robert Tyrone Campbell pled guilty to possession of a
firearm by a convicted felon. He now appeals his 188-month
sentence. We affirm.

Campbell’s Guidelines range was 180-210 months. At
sentencing on November 13, 2012, the district court overruled
three factual objections to the presentence 1investigation
report. The court then heard Campbell’s allocution and the
arguments of counsel. Pertinent to this appeal, Campbell asked

that, 1in accordance with U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual

8§ 5G1.3(b)(1) (2012), he receive credit against his federal
sentence for approximately fourteen months that he had served on
a related state sentence.

The district court found that Campbell was entitled to
credit under the Guidelines. In 1mposing the 188-month
sentence, the court emphasized that the sentence reflected that
credit.

Campbell contends that the district court’s sentence
was unreasonable under the totality of the circumstances. This
court reviews a sentence Tfor procedural and substantive

reasonableness under an abuse of discretion standard. See Gall

v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007).

We discern no error 1i1n this case. The 188-month

sentence is procedurally reasonable: the district court properly
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calculated the advisory Guidelines range, considered the factors
set forth at 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a) (2006), analyzed the arguments
presented by the parties, and sufficiently explained the
selected sentence, including the credit applied pursuant to
U.S.S.G. 8 561.3(b)(1).- See Gall, 552 U.S. at 49-51; United

States v. Lynn, 592 F.3d 572, 575-76 (4th Cir. 2010). We

further conclude that the sentence is substantively reasonable
based on the totality of the circumstances.

We accordingly 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 the
decisional process.

AFFIRMED



