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Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

In June 2001, Fernando Vill al ona was convicted upon pl eadi ng
guilty toillegal reentry after deportation and was sentenced to
a prison termand three years of supervised release. The
district court inposed as conditions of supervised rel ease that
Villalona not commt another crine and that he not illegally
reenter the United States. The district court revoked
Villalona s supervised release in January 2006, and inposed a
further termof inprisonnment because Villalona was again found in

the United States illegally during his supervised rel ease term

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Villal ona 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 further
argues that the district court’s adnoni shnent at the sentencing
hearing regarding the terns of his supervised rel ease did not
constitute actual notice because it was not “clear and specific.”

The record shows that the district court correctly inforned
Villalona of the conditions of his supervised release. The
sentencing transcript reflects that a court interpreter was
present during the sentencing proceedings. Villalona expressed
no confusion at sentencing in response to the district court’s
explicit inposition of the supervised rel ease conditions.
Villalona s self-serving assertion that he did not understand the
district court’s adnoni shnent because he does not speak English

is insufficient to reverse the district court’s judgnent. See

United States v. Devine, 934 F.2d 1325, 1335 (5th Gr. 1991).
Because Villal ona had actual notice of the conditions of his
supervi sed rel ease, the district court did not abuse its

di scretion by revoking Villalona s supervised rel ease. See

United States v. Arbizu, 431 F.3d 469, 471 (5th Cr. 2005).

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



