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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of Texas.

Bef ore REYNALDO G GARZA, HI GE NBOTHAM and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Joe Cal deron Canpos appeals the denial of his petition for
rel ease under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. He contends that the United States
Par ol e Conm ssi on does not have the statutory authority to return
himto prison because the Conm ssion's jurisdiction over hi mended
after the expiration of the tws-year termof inprisonnent inposed
after the revocation of his termof special parole.

Under former 21 U.S.C. 8§ 841(c),! the Conmi ssion may revoke a
term of special parole if the parolee violates the terns and
conditions of parole. W have held, however, that "when the USPC

cancels or rescinds a term of special parole, nothing in forner

Al t hough Congress has repealed the relevant portion of the
statute, it continues to govern defendants convicted of crimnal
conduct that occurred before Novenber 1, 1987. Minguia v. United
States Parole Commn, 871 F.2d 517, 521 n. 1 (5th Cr.), cert.
denied, 493 U S. 856, 110 S.C. 161, 107 L.Ed.2d 119 (1989);
Conprehensive Crinme Control Act of 1984, Pub.L. No. 98-473, tit.
11, 8§ 224(a)(2), 98 Stat.1987, 2030 (1984) (fornerly 8§ 224(a)(6),
renunbered by Pub.L. No. 99-570, tit. I, 8§ 1005(a)(2), 100 Stat.
3207, 3207-6 (1986)).



section 841(c) provides it with additional authority to inpose a
second term"” Artuso v. Hall, 74 F.3d 68, 71 (5th G r.1996).
Wthout this authority, Canpos contends, the governnent was
required to release him when his extra two-year term of
I npri sonment expired.

Artuso did not reach the question of the Comm ssion's powers
beyond i nposi ng a second termof special parole. W agree with the
government that former § 841(c) does not entirely elimnate the
Comm ssion's jurisdiction upon revocation of special parole. The
statute states that once special parole is revoked,

the original termof inprisonment shall be increased by the

period of the special parole termand the resulting new term

of 1 nprisonnent shall not be dimnished by the tinme which was
spent on special parole. A person whose special parole term
has been revoked may be required to serve all or part of the
remai nder of the new termof inprisonnent.
In other words, when Canpos violated the terns of his specia
parole, a 25-year term of inprisonnment automatically took its
pl ace. The fact that the Conm ssion initially required Canpos to
serve only two years of this 25-year term did not extinguish the
remai nder of the expanded sentence. The Comm ssion retains
jurisdiction over Canpos until the end of the new 25-year term
Qur understanding of 8 841(c) puts us in agreenent wth other
circuits that have considered the question. See Fower v. United
States Parole Commin, 94 F.3d 835, 839-40 (3d Cir.1996) (treating
release fromincarceration after revocation of special parole as
“traditional"” parole); Evans v. United States Parole Commin, 78
F.3d 262, 264 (7th Cir.1996) ("[T]he first revocation turns specia

parole into regular inprisonnent, release from which is nornmal
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parole.").
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