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Before Armstrong, Presiding Judge, and Tookey, Judge, 
and Shorr, Judge.

PER CURIAM

Remanded for resentencing; otherwise affirmed.
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 PER CURIAM

 Defendant appeals from a judgment of conviction 
for unauthorized use of a vehicle (Counts 1 and 5), second-
degree criminal trespass (Count 4), and possession of meth-
amphetamine (Count 6). In his fourth assignment of error, 
defendant argues that the trial court erred by imposing a 
term of 60 months’ imprisonment and 18 months’ post-prison 
supervision on Count 5 because the sentence exceeded the 
statutory maximum for the offense. Defendant requests 
that we exercise our discretion to correct that unpreserved 
claim of error as plain error, ORAP 5.45(1). The state con-
cedes that the sentence was unlawful and that the court 
plainly erred in imposing it. We agree and accept the state’s 
concession.

 Unlawful use of a vehicle is a Class C felony, ORS 
164.135(2), which has a maximum indeterminate sentence 
of five years, or 60 months, ORS 161.605(3). Thus, defen-
dant’s sentence on his conviction for Count 5 exceeded the 
statutory maximum for that offense. That error is appar-
ent on the record, and we conclude that it is appropriate to 
exercise our discretion to correct it for the reasons stated in 
State v. Ramos, 254 Or App 748, 749, 295 P3d 176 (2013)—
viz., “because the error could have a significant effect on 
defendant’s sentence, it can be corrected with a minimum 
of judicial resources, and the state has no interest in defen-
dant serving an unlawful sentence.”

 The remaining question is our disposition in light 
of that error. Defendant requests that we remand the entire 
case for resentencing. The state argues that we should 
“remand only for the limited purpose of allowing the trial 
court to enter a corrected judgment striking the 18-month 
term of post-prison supervision from Count 5” because 
the error is not one that requires resentencing under ORS 
138.222(5)(a). We have previously rejected the state’s argu-
ment in this context and do so again here. See, e.g., State 
v. Sartin, 248 Or App 748, 749, 274 P3d 259 (2012); State 
v. Angell, 200 Or App 244, 246-47, 113 P3d 988 (2005). 
Accordingly, we remand the entire case to the trial court 
for resentencing. ORS 138.222(5)(a). Because of that dispo-
sition, we do not reach defendant’s third assignment of error, 
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which raises another unpreserved challenge to his sentence 
on Count 5. We reject defendant’s remaining assignments of 
error without discussion.

 Remanded for resentencing; otherwise affirmed.
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