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PER CURI AM

Robert Louis Mles appeals the district «court’s
inposition of a twenty-four nmonth term of inprisonnment upon the
revocation of his supervised rel ease.

In 1996, Mles pleaded guilty to theft of an interstate
shi pment of freight from a notor truck. See 18 U.S.C 8§ 659
(1994). The district court sentenced Mles to six nonths’
i mprisonnment, to be followed by a three-year term of supervised
rel ease.

In 1997, Mles probation officer filed a petition
seeking Mles’ arrest and revocation of his supervised release
based on several violations of the conditions of supervised
release. At the tine the petition was filed, however, MIles had
absconded from supervi sion and hi s whereabouts were unknown.

In October 2003, Ml es was arrested by New Jersey police
of ficers for possession of cocaine. MIles’ probation officer then
filed an anmendnent to the petition, noting MIles new violations
based upon the New Jersey arrest. At the revocation hearing, the
district court found M| es had commtted the viol ati ons and revoked
M | es’ supervised rel ease.

Because Mles’ underlying offense is a Class C fel ony,
the maxi mum term of inprisonnment inposed upon the revocation of
supervi sed release nmay not exceed two years. See 18 U. S. C

§ 3583(e)(3) (2000). Because M| es' sentence does not exceed the



statutory maximum term set forth in 8 3583(e), we review the
sentence only to determ ne whether it is “plainly unreasonable.”
18 U.S.C. 88 3742(a)(4), 3742(e)(4) (2000). G ven the facts of
this case, we cannot say that a twenty-four nonth sentence is
pl ai nl y unreasonable. Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s
i mposition of a twenty-four nonth sentence. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the Court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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