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PER CURI AM

Warren Dani el Kelly, Jr., appeal s the twelve-nonth prison sen-
tence the district court inposed after revoking his probation
Kelly asserts that the sentence was unreasonable because it
exceeded the three-to-nine nonth sentence suggested under U. S
SENTENCI NG GUIDELINES MANUAL 8 7B1.4, p.s. (1998), and his probation
violations did not involve new crimnal conduct or other serious
aggravating factors. W affirm

After a thorough revi ew of the record—ncluding the nature and
extent of Kelly's probation violations, the probation officer's
notion for revocation, and the worksheet notifying the district
court of the revocation range recommended in Chapter 7—we reject
Kelly's argunments and conclude that the district court did not
abuse its discretion in sentencing Kelly to the twelve-nonth

statutory maxi mum sentence. See United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d

638, 642 (4th Gr. 1995) (providing standard of review). Accord-
ingly, we affirmKelly's sentence. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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