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PER CURI AM

Steven Ernest d over appeals fromhis twenty-four-nonth
sentence, inposed after the district court revoked his supervised
rel ease. dover contends that the district court erred by inposing
a sentence above the advi sory gui deline range. d over asserts that
t he gui del i ne range suggests the presunptive limts of a reasonabl e
sentence and that the court nust find a conpelling basis in order
to inpose a sentence greater than the guideline range. dover’s
interpretation of the lawis incorrect. The sentencing guideline

range is purely advisory. United States v. Denard, 24 F.3d 599,

602 (4th Gr. 1994).

In any event, we hold that the district court had a
satisfactory factual basis for sentencing G over outside of the
gui deline range. Wile on supervised release for less than five
months, G over violated the terns of his release by drinking
al cohol and snoking marij uana. Hi s behavior was repetitive and
resulted in a vehicul ar accident, and he was unable to control his
behavi or even in the hal fway house setting. Mor eover, he had a
history of violence and uncontrolled nental instability. (W'
therefore hold that the district court did not abuse its discretion
in inmposing this sentence.

Accordingly, we affirm G over’s sentence. W dispense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are



adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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