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PER CURIAM:*

Michael Douglas Jackson appeals the sentence imposed

following the revocation of his supervised release.  He contends

that after United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005),

sentences imposed upon revocation of supervised release are

reviewed under the reasonableness standard.  Further, he argues

that the sentence was unreasonable because it substantially

exceeded the recommended range and the district court’s reasons

for imposing the sentence were insufficient.
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This court need not decide the appropriate standard of

review for a sentence imposed upon revocation of supervised

release in the wake of Booker because Jackson has not shown that

his sentence was either unreasonable or plainly unreasonable. 

See United States v. Hinson, 429 F.3d 114, 120 (5th Cir. 2005),

cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 1804 (2006).  The district court

sentenced Jackson to concurrent terms of 36 months of

imprisonment on Counts Two and Three and a consecutive term of 24

months of imprisonment on Count One, for a total of 60 months of

imprisonment.  Jackson’s sentence, while in excess of the

recommended guidelines range, was within the statutory maximum

sentence that the district court could have imposed.  See 18

U.S.C. §§ 371, 1344, 3559(a)(2) & (4), and 3583(e)(3); United

States v. Gonzalez, 250 F.3d 923, 925-29 (5th Cir. 2001);

U.S.S.G. § 7B1.4(a).  Further, a review of the record reflects

that the district court considered the nature and circumstances

of the violations, Jackson’s history and characteristics, the

need to deter Jackson from further criminal conduct, and the need

to protect the public from any further crimes by Jackson.  The

sentence was neither unreasonable nor plainly unreasonable.  

Accordingly, the district court’s judgment is AFFIRMED.


