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PER CURIAM:*

Scotty J. Nobles was sentenced to a 21-month term of

imprisonment and a three-year term of supervised release

following a guilty plea to conspiracy to manufacture counterfeit

federal reserve notes.  After Nobles was released to his term of

supervision, he pleaded guilty to a petition charging that he had

violated the terms of his supervised release by testing positive

for controlled substances on three occasions.  The district court

sentenced him to a 24-month term of imprisonment.
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Nobles argues that his sentence is plainly unreasonable

because the district court ignored Nobles’s willingness to

participate in drug treatment at his own expense, if he were

allowed to continue on supervised release.  Nobles contends that

the circumstances of his case do not warrant the 24-month

statutory maximum sentence imposed by the district court.   

Although the term of imprisonment imposed upon revocation of

Nobles’s supervised release exceeded the sentencing range

indicated by the policy statements in Chapter Seven of the United

States Sentencing Guidelines, it did not exceed the statutory

maximum term of imprisonment that the district court could have

imposed, and was thus within the authority of the district court. 

See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e)(3).  Nobles cannot demonstrate that his

sentence on revocation is error.  See United States v. Hinson,

429 F.3d 114, 120 (5th Cir. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 1804

(2006).  

AFFIRMED.


