IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

Nos. 01-20975
01- 20976
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
JOHN WESLEY MANNI NG

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 01-CR-201-1

My 10, 2002

Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

In this consolidated appeal, John Wesl ey Manni ng (Manni ng)
appeal s two judgnents by the district court revoking his
supervi sed rel ease. He argues that the district court erred in
revoki ng his supervised rel ease based upon a violation of 18
US C 8§ 930(a), which prohibits the know ng possession of a
dangerous weapon in a federal facility. He argues that, even if

the revocation of his supervised rel ease was proper, the cases

shoul d be remanded so the district court can resentence him

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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W t hout taking into consideration the alleged violation under 18
U S.C § 930(a).

The revocation of supervised rel ease was proper as Mnni ng
pl eaded true to two other violations of his supervised rel ease.
See 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3583; United States Sentencing Cuidelines
88§ 7Bl1.1, p.s., 7Bl1.3(a)(2), p.s. The 14-nonth sentences i nposed
for each of the supervised rel ease terns revoked were not in

violation of the |aw or plainly unreasonable. United States v.

Moody, 277 F.3d 719, 720 (5th Cr. 2001); United States
Sentencing GQuidelines § 7B1.4(a), p.s. Moreover, a district
court’s inposition of consecutive sentences upon the revocation

of separate terns of supervised release is permssible. United

States v. Gonzalez, 250 F.3d 923, 929 (5th Cr. 2001).

Al t hough the transcript of the revocation hearing indicates
the district court made no finding that Manning viol ated
18 U.S.C. 8§ 930(a), the witten judgnent reflects that the
district court made such a finding. The case is therefore
remanded so the district court can conformthe witten judgnment

to its oral pronouncenent. See United States v. Mrtinez,

250 F. 3d 941, 942 (5th Cr. 2001).
W AFFIRM the district court’s revocation of supervised
rel ease and the ensuing sentence, but we REMAND for the district

court to conformthe witten judgnent to its oral pronouncenent.



