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Ant hony T. Bol di ng appeal s his conviction and sentence for
possession with intent to distribute over 100 kil ograns of
marijuana. Bolding’s pro se notion requesting judicial notice of

Bl akely v. Washington, 124 S. C. 2531 (2004), is DEN ED, because

there is no right to hybrid representation in a direct crimnal

appeal. See United States v. Ogbonna, 184 F.3d 447, 449 & n.1

(5th Gir. 1999).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Bolding first contends that 21 U S.C. 8 841 is facially

unconstitutional in light of Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U S. 466

(2000). As Bolding concedes, his argunent is foreclosed by

circuit precedent. See United States v. Slaughter, 238 F.3d 580,

582 (5th Gr. 2000). He raises the issue only to preserve it for
Suprene Court review.

Bol ding al so contends, and the record reflects, that the
district court’s oral sentence included a requirenent that
Bol di ng conpl ete 200 comuni ty-service hours within the first
three years of his supervised rel ease, while the witten judgnent
requires Bolding to conplete the hours within the first two years
of his supervised release. “Wen there is a conflict between a
witten sentence and an oral pronouncenent, the oral

pronouncenent controls.” See United States v. Mreci, 283 F. 3d

293, 299 (5th CGr. 2002). Therefore, we remand the case for the
district court to reformthe witten judgnent to conformto the

oral sentence. See United States v. Martinez, 250 F.3d 941, 942

(5th Gir. 2001).

For the foregoing reasons, we AFFIRM the judgnent of
conviction and sentence. W REMAND the case to the district
court to anend its witten judgnent to conformto its ora

sent ence.



