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PER CURI AM

Vi ctor Joseph Sanguedol ce, Jr., appeals from the district
court judgnent revoking his term of supervised rel ease and sen-
tencing himto twenty-four nonths of inprisonnent. We affirm

Sanguedol ce was charged with seven separate viol ations of the
ternms of his supervised rel ease. Foll ow ng a revocati on hearing the
district court found sufficient evidence to denonstrate conm ssion
of all alleged violations save an all egation that Sanguedol ce had
failedtopay afifty dollar speci al assessnent. Sanguedol ce ar gues
on appeal that there was insufficient evidence to support the dis-
trict court's findings.

Not wi t hst andi ng Sanguedol ce's contentions, we note that
Sanguedol ce hinsel f admtted to viol ati ng hi s supervi sed rel ease by
usi ng bot h marijuana and cocai ne. The evi dence present ed before the
district court also reveal ed that Sanguedol ce tested positive for
cocai ne use on three separate occasions. We find that this evidence
alone is not only sufficient tojustify revocati on of Sanguedol ce's
supervi sed rel ease, but conpels it. See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e), (9Q)
(1994); United States v. Cark, 30 F.3d 23, 25 (4th Cr. 1994).

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court's judgnent. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presentedinthe materials before the court and argunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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