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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
JORGE LU S GARZA,
al so known as Cuillerno Heurta- Sanchez,

al so known as Mno Renzo,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 99-CR-455-2

Bef ore W ENER, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jorge Luis Garza appeals his sentence inposed following his
jury trial convictions for aiding and abetting and conspiracy to
| aunder noney and to distribute five or nore kil ograns of
cocai ne. Counsel for Garza has filed a notion seeking judicial

notice of Blakely v. WAshington, 124 S. C. 2531 (2004). The

motion is GRANTED. (Garza has separately filed a pro se notion

al so seeking judicial notice of Blakely. Garza's pro se notion

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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i s DEN ED. See United States v. Ogbonna, 184 F.3d 447, 449 & n.1

(5th Gr. 1999); see also 5THGQR R 28.7.
Garza argues that the district court erred in granting the

Governnment an extension of tine sua sponte to | odge an untinely

objection to the Presentence Report (PSR). The district court
granted the Governnent |eave to file the untinely objection based
on the PSR s failure to assess a two-|evel kidnapi ng enhancenent
pursuant to U.S.S.G 8§ 3A1.3. The court reschedul ed the
sentencing hearing, noting that it was inportant that the PSR be
correct and that Garza be provided with an opportunity to
respond.

We review rulings on untinely objections under FED. R CRM

P. 32(i)(1)(D) for an abuse of discretion. See United States v.
Chung, 261 F.3d 536, 539 (5th Cr. 2001). Because the district
court’s ruling was supported by an inplicit finding of good
cause, there was no abuse of discretion. See id.

AFFI RVED.



