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PER CURIAM: 

David Lamar Andrews appeals the 28-month sentence imposed following the 

revocation of his supervised release.  On appeal, he argues that the sentence is plainly 

procedurally and substantively unreasonable because the district court failed to adequately 

explain the sentence and imposed a term greater than necessary to achieve the sentencing 

goals articulated in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).  Finding no error, we affirm. 

“A district court has broad discretion when imposing a sentence upon revocation of 

supervised release.  [We] will affirm a revocation sentence if it is within the statutory 

maximum and is not plainly unreasonable.”  United States v. Patterson, 957 F.3d 426, 436 

(4th Cir. 2020).  To determine whether a revocation sentence is plainly unreasonable, we 

first determine whether the sentence is procedurally or substantively unreasonable, 

evaluating “the same procedural and substantive considerations that guide our review of 

original sentences” but taking “a more deferential appellate posture than we do when 

reviewing original sentences.”  United States v. Padgett, 788 F.3d 370, 373 (4th Cir. 2015) 

(cleaned up). 

“A revocation sentence is procedurally reasonable if the district court adequately 

explains the chosen sentence after considering the Sentencing Guidelines’ nonbinding 

Chapter Seven policy statements and the applicable 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors.”  United 

States v. Coston, 964 F.3d 289, 297 (4th Cir. 2020) (internal quotation marks omitted); 

see 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e) (listing sentencing factors applicable to revocation proceedings).  

“A revocation sentence is substantively reasonable if, in light of the totality of the 

circumstances, the court states an appropriate basis for concluding that the defendant 
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should receive the sentence imposed.”  Coston, 964 F.3d at 297 (internal quotation marks 

omitted). 

Contrary to Andrews’ arguments on appeal, the record reflects that the district court 

adequately explained the sentence and stated an appropriate basis for the conclusion that 

Andrews should receive the sentence it imposed.  The court considered Andrews’ mental 

health issues and the policy statement range of 8 to 14 months’ imprisonment, but it 

ultimately found that the maximum available sentence of 28 months’ imprisonment was 

warranted given Andrews’ history and characteristics.  Specifically, the court explained 

that, despite a substantial reduction to his original sentence and two prior releases on 

supervision—both of which were revoked shortly after their commencement—Andrews 

refused to follow the probation officer’s instructions, accept responsibility for his actions, 

or take advantage of the mental health treatment opportunities presented to him.  Therefore, 

we conclude that Andrews’ sentence is not plainly unreasonable. 

Accordingly, we affirm the revocation judgment.  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 


