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Carlie Penny appeals the sentence of 24 nonths in prison and
12 nont hs of supervised rel ease i nposed foll ow ng revocation of his
term of supervised release. The district court also inposed cer-
tain conditions of supervised release related to sex of fenders but
did not require that Penny register as a sex offender. Penny ar-
gues that the sentence i s unreasonabl e or plainly unreasonabl e be-
cause it exceeds the advi sory gui deline range and was i nposed Wt h-

out the court’s issuing a detailed statenent of reasons.

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



The district court may inpose any sentence that falls within
the appropriate statutory maxi numtermof inprisonnent allowed for
t he revocation sentence. 18 U . S.C. § 3583(e)(3). The sentence im
posed in Penny’ s case, though in excess of the range indicated by
the policy statenent, is within the statutory maxinumtermof im
prisonnment that the district court could have inposed. See id.
Penny has not shown that his sentence was unreasonable or plainly

unreasonable in length. See United States v. Hinson, 429 F. 3d 114,

119-20 (5th Gir. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 1804 (2006).

Furthernore, the court explicitly stated that it had consid-
ered the advisory guideline range and found it to be inadequate.
The court inposed the 24-nonth sentence to give Penny tine to par-
ticipate in a residential drug treatnent program The need for
medi cal care or other correctional treatnent is one of the factors
a district court nust consider under 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). The rec-
ord denonstrates that the court considered the rel evant sentencing
factors and articul ated sufficient reasons to support the sentence.

See United States v. Mares, 402 F. 3d 511, 518-19 (5th Gr.), cert.

deni ed, 126 S. Ct. 43 (2005).

Penny contends the district court abused its discretioninim
posi ng the speci al conditions of supervised rel ease relating to sex
of fenders. He argues that the court erred in finding that he had
commtted a sex of fense and that the conditions related to sex of-
fenders were overbroad and not reasonably related to any of the
statutory sentencing goals of § 3553. We reviewthe inposition of
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di scretionary conditions of supervised rel ease for abuse of discre-

tion. United States v. Ferquson, 369 F.3d 847, 852 (5th Gr.

2004). “Adistrict court abuses its discretionif it bases its de-
cision on an error of lawor a clearly erroneous assessnent of the

evidence.” United States v. Castillo, 430 F.3d 230, 238 (5th Cr

2005) (internal quotation marks and citation omtted).
The district court’s determ nation that Penny had previously
commtted a sex offense “is plausible in light of the record read

as a whole.” See United States v. Lopez-Urbina, 434 F.3d 750

766-67 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 126 S. . 672 (2005). Therefore,

we “may not reverse” that finding even if we mght “have wei ghed

the evidence differently.” See United States v. Charon, 442 F.3d

881, 891 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 127 S. . 260 (2006). The spe-

cial conditions of supervised release are not overbroad and are
reasonably related to the sentencing goals of § 3553. See

§ 3583(d)(1); see also United States v. Prochner, 417 F.3d 54, 58-

64 & n.7 (1st Gr. 2005).

AFFI RVED.



