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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Mark Paul Sarno was sentenced to forty-eight months imprison-
ment following the revocation of his term of supervised release. He
alleges on appeal that his sentence was unreasonable. Finding no
reversible error, we affirm.

Sarno was convicted in 1988 of various offenses involving fraud,
and he was sentenced to forty-six months in prison to be followed by
three years of supervised release. Sarno escaped from prison while
serving the active portion of his sentence. He was ultimately captured
and convicted in 1992 of conspiracy and escape. In February 1993,
Sarno was sentenced to forty-two months in prison and three years of
supervised release.

In June 1997, Sarno began serving both terms of his supervised
release.1 In January 1999, the probation office filed two petitions for
revocation of Sarno's supervised release,2  alleging that Sarno had vio-
lated the conditions of supervised release by engaging in new fraudu-
lent schemes. Sarno admitted to the violations at the revocation hearing,3
and the district court sentenced him to two consecutive twenty-four
month sentences.

We review Sarno's sentence only to determine whether it is plainly
unreasonable, and we find no error. See 18 U.S.C. § 3742(a)(4)
_________________________________________________________________
1 The district court ordered that the terms be served concurrently.
2 The probation officer filed one petition for each of the terms of super-
vised release.
3 Sarno informed the court that he had pled guilty in a separate criminal
prosecution charging him with the same conduct which formed the basis
for the revocation petitions. However, Sarno had not yet been sentenced
in that case.
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(1994). Sarno contends that his sentence is unreasonable because the
district court sentenced him based on his underlying misconduct. We
disagree. The district court expressly stated that it was not punishing
Sarno for the new misconduct; rather, it was sentencing him because
he failed to abide by the terms of supervised release. Moreover, con-
trary to Sarno's assertions, we find nothing inappropriate in the
court's consideration of the facts and circumstances surrounding his
most recent offenses or his history of recidivism. See 18 U.S.C.
§ 3553(a) (1994) (outlining factors for court to consider in imposing
sentence).

We therefore affirm Sarno's sentence. We dispense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented
in the materials before the court and argument would not aid the deci-
sional process.

AFFIRMED
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