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PER CURIAM:

Rockey Lee Mullins appeals the district court’s judgment

revoking his supervised release and sentencing him to thirty-six

months in prison.  On appeal, Mullins acknowledges that some period

of incarceration was warranted due to his repeated failures to

abide by the terms of his supervised release, but he contends his

sentence to the statutory maximum term is unreasonable because it

does not further the purposes of supervised release.  We affirm.

We will affirm a sentence imposed after revocation of

supervised release if it is within the prescribed statutory range

and not plainly unreasonable.  See United States v. Crudup, __ F.3d

__, 2006 WL 2243586, at *5 (4th Cir. Aug. 7, 2006).  In making this

determination, we first consider whether a sentence is procedurally

or substantively unreasonable, and if so, whether it is “plainly”

so.  Id.  While the district court must consider the Chapter 7

policy statements and the statutory requirements and factors

applicable to revocation sentences under 18 U.S.C. §§ 3553(a), 3583

(2000), the court ultimately has broad discretion to revoke the

previous sentence and impose a term of imprisonment up to the

statutory maximum.  Crudup, 2006 WL 2243586, at *4.  

Mullins contends his sentence is unreasonable because it

is too severe and will not facilitate his transition back into the

community after his prison term.  He further suggests that he

adjusted well to supervision and his violations involved his
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struggle to obtain substance abuse and mental health treatment.

However, the district court gave Mullins more than one chance to

obtain such treatment at a private facility and to comply with his

supervised release conditions, but he repeatedly failed to do so.

In imposing its sentence, the district court considered the

relevant factors and reasonably determined that no further period

of supervised release was appropriate.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  We

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions

are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED


