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PER CURI AM *

Charl es Trevaughn Bl akey pl eaded guilty to two counts of bank
fraud and was sentenced to serve concurrent 36-nonth ternms in
prison, followed by concurrent five-year terns of supervised
rel ease. Bl akey now appeal s the district court’s inposition of two
consecutive 36-nonth prison terns follow ng the revocation of his
supervi sed rel ease. He asserts that the sentence was unreasonabl e
because it exceeded the advisory guideline range, because the

district court did not adequately consider mtigating factors

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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presented at the second revocation hearing, and because the court
overstated the seriousness of his nonviolent crimnal conduct.

Bl akey has not established that his sentence was inposed in
violation of law. The total 72-nonth termof inprisonnment inposed
upon revocation of Blakey’'s supervised release did not exceed the
statutory maximum term of inprisonnent that the district court

could have inposed. See 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3583(e)(3); United States v.

Gonzal ez, 250 F.3d 923, 925-29 (5th Gr. 2001). Additionally, the
record reveals that the district court adequately considered the
relevant 18 U. S.C. 88 3553(a) and 3583 factors. Accordi ngly,
Bl akey’s revocation sentence was neither “unreasonable” nor

“pl ainly unreasonable.” See United States v. Hi nson, 429 F. 3d 114,

120 (5th Gir. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 1804 (2006).

Bl akey al so contends that the district court erred in inposing
the federal sentence to run consecutively to any not-yet-inposed
state sentence. W have held that such a sentence is proper under

18 U.S.C. § 3584(a) and U.S.S.G § 5GL.3, (p.s.). United States v.

Brown, 920 F.2d 1212, 1217 (5th G r. 1991), abrogated on other

grounds, United States v. Candia, 454 F.3d 468, 472-73 (5th Cr.

2006). Therefore, Blakey's argunent is foreclosed. The judgnent

of the district court is thus AFFI RVED



