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PER CURI AM *

In 2000, Ol ando Denetrius Weat was convicted pursuant to a
guilty plea of being a prohibited person in possession of a
firearm He was sentenced to 27 nonths of inprisonment and three
years of supervised release. Weat appeals the sentence inposed
follow ng the revocation of his supervised rel ease.

Citing Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U S. 466 (2000), Bl akely

v. Washi ngton, 542 U S. 296 (2004), and United States v. Booker,

543 U. S. 220 (2005), Wheat conplains that the 27-nonth term of

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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i nprisonment inposed for his conviction and the 14-nonth term of

i nprisonnment inposed for his violation of supervised rel ease
exceeded in the aggregate the 33-nonth total term of inprisonnent
al l oned under the United States Sentencing Quidelines for his
initial conviction based on the facts alleged in his indictnment
and admtted by him \Weat argues as a result that the district
court was authorized to inpose no nore than a six-nonth term of

i npri sonment upon revocation of his supervised rel ease unless the
facts pertaining to his release violations were alleged in an

i ndictment and found by a jury beyond a reasonabl e doubt. Wheat
contends that the alleged Booker violation in his case cannot be
cured by application of Booker’s renedial advisory guidelines
system because his initial sentence is final and because it would
vi ol ate due process and ex post facto |aws. \Weat’s argunents

lack merit. See United States v. Al faro-Hernandez, 453 F.3d 280,

281-82 (5th Gr. 2006); United States v. Hinson, 429 F.3d 114,

116-19 (5th Gir. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 1804 (2006).

The 14-nonth term of inprisonnent inposed upon revocation of
Wheat’' s supervised rel ease did not exceed the statutory maxi num
termof inprisonnent that the district court could have inposed.
See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e)(3). Accordingly, Weat’'s sentence upon
revocati on was neither “unreasonable” nor “plainly unreasonable.”

See Hi nson, 429 F.3d at 120.

AFFI RVED.



