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PER CURI AM

Lanont Jamal WIlianms appeals fromthe district court’s
order revoking his supervised release and inposing a 24-nonth
sent ence. On appeal, WIllianms contends that the court erred in
revoking his sentence and exceeded its discretion in inposing a
sent ence above t he recomended gui deline range. Finding no error,
we affirmthe revocation of WIllians' supervised release and the
sent ence i nposed.

Based on Wl lians’ adm ssions and the evi dence presented
at the revocation hearing, the district court found that WIlIlians
violated the conditions of his supervision. Having so found, the
district court was within its discretion in revoking WIIians’
supervi si on. See 18 U.S.C A 8§ 3583(e)(3) (West Supp. 2004);

United States v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829, 831 (4th Gr. 1992).

WIllians challenges the length of the sentence, which
exceeded the four-to-ten nonth range suggested by the Sentencing

Gui del i nes. See U S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8§ 7Bl.4(a).

This range is not binding on the sentencing court. Uni t ed

States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 640-41 (4th Grr. 1995).

Additionally, the guidelines note that a greater sentence nay be
warrant ed where, as here, the original sentence was the result of
a dowmnward departure. See USSG § 7Bl1.4, comment. (n.4). Because
Wllians received a significant downward departure from his

original sentence, and he twice previously violated the terns of



hi s supervision, the district court’s decision to inpose a sentence
above the range suggested in 8 7B1.4(a) was reasonabl e. See Davis,
53 F.3d at 642-43. Additionally, the district court’s
consideration of WIllians’ need for substance abuse treatnent in
determning the length of the sentence inposed on revocation was
proper under 18 U S.C. A § 3583 (West 2000 & Supp. 2004). See

United States v. Thornell, 128 F. 3d 687, 699 (8th Cr. 1997).

We, therefore, affirmthe district court’s order revoking
WIlianms’ supervised rel ease and i nposing a 24-nonth sentence. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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