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V.
RUBEN CONTRERAS- LOPEZ, al so known as Ruben Gonzal ez,
al so known as Abl e Gonzal ez, al so known as Abl e
Ram rez-DeLaToire, also known as Able Ramrez-
Gonzal ez, al so known as Able Ranirez,

Def endant - Appel | ant

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:99-CR-255-1

Before KING DeM3SS and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

I n August 1999 Ruben Contreras-Lopez (“Contreras”) was
convi cted upon pleading guilty to illegal reentry after
deportation and was sentenced to a prison termand three years of
supervi sed rel ease. The district court inposed as conditions of
supervi sed rel ease that Contreras not conmt another federal,
state, or local crinme and that he not illegally reenter the

United States. The district court revoked Contreras’s supervised

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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release in 2004 and inposed a further term of inprisonnent
because Contreras was again found in the United State illegally
during his supervised release term

Contreras appeals fromthe revocation, arguing that the
district court abused its discretion because he did not receive
the statutory witten notice of the conditions of supervised
rel ease required by 18 U S.C. 88 3583(f) and 3603(1). He argues
further that the error does not qualify as harmnl ess error because
he | acked actual notice of the conditions. The Governnent argues
that we should apply plain error review because Contreras did not
properly raise his argunent at the revocation hearing in the
district court.

The record shows that the district court correctly inforned
Contreras of the conditions of his supervised rel ease, and
Contreras indicated that he understood. Therefore, Contreras had
actual notice. The district court did not commt error, plain or
ot herwi se, by revoking Contreras’s supervised rel ease. See

United States v. Arbizu, 431 F.3d 469, 470 (5th Cr. 2005).

AFFI RVED.



