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WIllie David Myl es appeal s the sentences inposed follow ng
the revocation of his supervised release terns follow ng his
convictions for distribution of cocaine. He argues that the
district court erred by inposing a sentence outside the
gui del i nes sentence range and that the district court erred in
not explicitly referencing the sentencing factors set forth in
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).

Before United States v. Booker, 543 U. S. 220 (2005), we

reviewed a sentence inposed upon revocation of supervised rel ease

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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to determ ne whether it violated the aw or was plainly

unr easonabl e. See United States v. Gonzal ez, 250 F.3d 923, 925

(5th Gr. 2001). Al so before Booker, if, like Myles, a defendant
argued that the district court failed to consider the 8§ 3553(a)
factors for the first tinme on appeal, we reviewed that issue for

plain error. See United States v. Vonsteen, 950 F.2d 1086, 1091,

1093 (5th Gr. 1992). After Booker, it is unclear whether the
sane standards apply or if we instead review a revocation

sentence only for “unreasonabl eness”. United States v. Hinson,

429 F.3d 114, 120 (5th Gr. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 1804

(2006). Simlar to H nson, we need not decide the standard- of -
review i ssues presented by this appeal because Myl es’s sentences
are proper under any standard. [|d.

The 21-nmonth terns of inprisonnment inposed upon revocation
of Myles’s supervised release did not exceed the statutory
maxi mum terns of inprisonnent that the district court could have
i nposed. See 18 U.S.C. 8 3583(e)(3). Moreover, the 21-nonth
sentences were within the guidelines range recommended by
US S G 8 7Bl.4(a). The district court had the authority and
di scretion to inpose consecutive sentences upon revocation of

M/l es’ s concurrent terns of supervised release. See United

States v. Gonzal ez, 250 F.3d 923, 925-29 (5th Cr. 2001).

The district court explicitly stated that the ends of
justice and the best interest of the public would not be served

if Myles continued on supervised rel ease. Mreover, because the
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sentences i nposed upon revocation of the supervised rel ease terns
were within the applicable advisory guidelines ranges, it is
inferred that the district court considered all of the § 3553(a)

factors. See United States v. Candia, 454 F.3d 468, 472-73 (5th

Cir. 2006). Accordingly, because Myl es has not shown error with
respect to his sentences, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



