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PER CURIAM:

Tradon Marquez Drayton appeals the district court’s order granting in part, and
denying in part, Drayton’s motion for a sentence reduction pursuant to the First Step Act
of 2018, Pub. L. No. 115-391, § 404, 132 Stat. 5194, 5222. We have reviewed the record
and find that the district court did not abuse its discretion in declining to further reduce
Drayton’s sentence. See United States v. Jackson, 952 F.3d 492, 495-97 (4th Cir. 2020)
(reviewing decision on First Step Act motion for abuse of discretion). Specifically, in
ruling on Drayton’s motion, the court accurately described the record, including the
sentencing reductions awarded Drayton since his initial sentencing in 2006; evaluated the
relevant 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors; and explained its reasons for denying the motion in
part. Further, upon review, we discern no legal error in the court declining to reduce the
two consecutive sentences imposed on Drayton’s convictions under 18 U.S.C. § 924(c),
(J)- United States v. Chambers, 956 F.3d 667, 671 (4th Cir. 2020) (explaining that we
review de novo “the scope of a district court’s sentencing authority under the First Step
Act”).

Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated by the district court. United States v.
Drayton, No. 1:04-cr-00009-JPJ-1 (W.D. Va. May 12, 2020). We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



