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Victor Carl os Al varez appeal s the revocation of his probation
followng his 1999 guilty-plea conviction for bank fraud. He
asserts that there was insufficient evidence to support his
revocation and ensui ng sentence and that the district court, when
it truncated Al varez’ s cross-exam nation of his probation officer,
deni ed Al varez his due process rights.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in revoking
Al varez’ s probation in light of Alvarez’'s plea of true to eight

violations of the conditions of probation. See United States v.

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



Teran, 98 F.3d 831, 836 (5th Cr. 1996). Mor eover, Alvarez’s
adm ssions of violations of the conditions of probation waived his

due process protections. See United States v. Holland, 850 F.2d

1048, 1050-51 (5th G r. 1988).

Al varez conclusionally asserts that the district court did not
afford himan adequate opportunity to allocute, that the district
court erred in quashing a subpoena duces tecum and that his actual
sentence was excessive in conparison to the suggested guideline
sentenci ng range. These assertions are not adequately briefed, and

we do not consider them See United States v. Torres-Aguil ar,

352 F.3d 934, 936 n.2 (5th Gir. 2003); Fep. R App. P. 28(a)(9).
Nor do we consider Alvarez’'s argunents, raised for the first tine
in his reply brief, that he was never notified of his default in
restitution and that the adm ssions he nmade at his revocation

hearing were involuntary. See United States v. Avants, 367 F.3d

433, 449 (5th Gir. 2004).

AFFI RVED.



