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PER CURIAM: 

Ivan Julian Stevenson appeals the district court’s opinion and order denying his 

motion for a sentence reduction pursuant to § 404 of the First Step Act of 2018, Pub. L. 

No. 115-391, 132 Stat. 5194, 5222 (“First Step Act”).  Stevenson asserts that the district 

court procedurally erred by failing to consider his argument that reducing his sentence 

would not create an unwarranted sentencing disparity.  We affirm.   

Where, as here, a defendant is eligible for relief because he was convicted of a 

covered offense, the district court must analyze the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors to 

determine whether to exercise its discretion to reduce the defendant’s sentence.  First Step 

Act § 404(c), 132 Stat. at 5222 (stating that First Step Act does not “require a court to 

reduce [an eligible defendant’s] sentence”); see United States v. Chambers, 956 F.3d 667, 

674 (4th Cir. 2020) (“[T]he § 3553(a) sentencing factors apply in the § 404(b) resentencing 

context.”).  One purpose of reviewing the § 3553(a) factors is “to determine whether its 

balancing of the factors was still appropriate in light of intervening circumstances.”  United 

States v. Lancaster, 997 F.3d 171, 176 (4th Cir. 2021).   

We review a district court’s decision to grant or deny a sentence reduction under the 

First Step Act for abuse of discretion.  United States v. Jackson, 952 F.3d 492, 495, 502 

(4th Cir. 2020).  The court abuses its discretion if it acts arbitrarily or irrationally, fails to 

consider judicially recognized factors, or relies on erroneous factual or legal premises.  

United States v. High, 997 F.3d 181, 187 (4th Cir. 2021).  In explaining the decision, the 

district court judge “need only set forth enough to satisfy the appellate court that he has 

considered the parties’ arguments and has a reasoned basis for exercising his own legal 
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decisionmaking authority.”  United States v. McDonald, 986 F.3d 402, 409 (4th Cir. 2021) 

(internal quotation marks omitted).   

When considering a request for relief under § 404(b), a district court must: (1) 

“accurately recalculate the Guidelines sentence range,” (2) “correct original Guidelines 

errors and apply intervening case law made retroactive to the original sentence,” and (3) 

“consider the § 3553(a) factors to determine what sentence is appropriate.”  United 

States v. Collington, 995 F.3d 347, 355 (4th Cir. 2021).  “Ultimately, the First Step Act 

contemplates a robust resentencing analysis, albeit not a plenary resentencing hearing.”  Id. 

at 358.  This Court reviews the denial of a motion for a sentence reduction under § 404(b) 

for procedural and substantive reasonableness.  Id. at 358-61.  Thus, a district court must 

“consider a defendant’s arguments, give individual consideration to the defendant’s 

characteristics in light of the § 3553(a) factors, determine—following the Fair Sentencing 

Act—whether a given sentence remains appropriate in light of those factors, and 

adequately explain that decision.”  Id. at 360.   

Section 3553(a)(6) speaks of “the need to avoid unwarranted sentence disparities 

among defendants with similar records who have been found guilty of similar conduct.” 

The stated goal of § 3553(a)(6) is “to eliminate unwarranted sentencing disparities 

nationwide.” United States v. Withers, 100 F.3d 1142, 1149 (4th Cir. 1996).  “[A]voidance 

of unwarranted disparities was clearly considered by the Sentencing Commission when 

setting the Guidelines ranges,” and if the district court “correctly calculated and carefully 

reviewed the Guidelines range, he necessarily gave significant weight and consideration to 

the need to avoid unwarranted disparities.”  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 54 (2007).   

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1996257502&pubNum=0000506&originatingDoc=Ic8dd9710f4fd11ea8795a045e29a2a7b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_506_1149&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=351322326677470b94c6b9975cc3f810&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_506_1149
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2014313739&pubNum=0000780&originatingDoc=I8cbc4cb07afc11eb91b78705c7189b3d&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_780_54&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=04f9bb823b044b8ba570ab0e4f12d8e0&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_780_54
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The district court is not required to address every argument a defendant makes.  

“Instead, the adequacy of the sentencing court’s explanation depends on the complexity of 

each case and the appropriateness of brevity or length, conciseness or detail, when to write, 

what to say, depends upon the circumstances.  At bottom, we look to whether the 

sentencing court has said enough to satisfy us that the court has considered the parties’ 

arguments and has a reasoned basis for exercising its own legal decision-making 

authority.”  United States v. Arbaugh, 951 F.3d 167, 174 (4th Cir. 2020) (citations and 

internal quotation marks omitted).   

Stevenson’s contention that similarly situated defendants received sentence 

reductions was at best anecdotal.  “[C]omparisons of sentences may be treacherous because 

each sentencing proceeding is inescapably individualized or because some defendants 

possess . . . a demonstrated propensity for criminal activity that is almost unique in its 

dimensions.”  United States v. Rivera-Santana, 668 F.3d 95, 105-06 (4th Cir. 2012).  “[W]e 

are unwilling to isolate a possible sentencing disparity to the exclusion of all the other 

§ 3553(a) factors.”  Id. at 106 (internal quotation marks omitted).  Stevenson’s reference 

to sentence reductions obtained by 12 defendants did not support a substantive argument 

that Stevenson’s life sentence was out of line with similarly situated defendants.  Stevenson 

failed to offer substantial support for his contention that a sentence reduction to time served 

would not produce an unwarranted sentencing disparity.  We conclude that the district court 

adequately explained its denial of Stevenson’s motion for a sentence reduction.     
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Accordingly, we affirm.  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 


