IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 02-50720
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
SEAN VERNON HUSK

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-98-CR-249-ALL-JN

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM SM TH, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Sean Vernon Husk appeals his sentence follow ng the
revocation of his supervised release after his guilty-plea
conviction for possession of a firearmby a convicted felon.

Husk argues that his sentence is plainly unreasonabl e because the
district court did not adequately consider the statutory factors

regarding the violations for which revocati on was sought and gave

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



No. 02-50720
-2

i nproper weight to the donestic-violence charge that already had
been relied on to nodify the supervised-rel ease terns

After revoking a defendant’s supervised rel ease, a district
court nust consider the factors contained in 18 U S.C. § 3553(a)

in determning the sentence to be inposed. See United States v.

Gonzal ez, 250 F.3d 923, 929 & n.9 (5th Gr. 2001). Consideration
of those factors need not be explicit. See id. at 930. Because
there are no binding guidelines for sentencing after the
revocation of supervised rel ease, such a sentence will be upheld
unless it is inposed in violation of lawor is plainly

unr easonabl e. See United States v. Rodrigquez, 23 F.3d 919, 920

(5th Gir. 1994).

Husk admtted to violating the conditions of supervised
rel ease. The court also considered testinony of a woman who had
filed assault charges against him |In addition to describing the
assault, she testified that Husk had exhibited a pattern of
anger-control problens, that he was mani pul ative, and that he did
not believe that he should have to follow rules. Her testinony
addressed the need for the sentence to deter Husk’'s crim nal
conduct and protect the public fromhis recidivism tw of the
factors to be considered under 18 U . S.C. § 3553(a). See
Gonzal ez, 250 F.3d at 929 & n. 9.

Contrary to Husk’s assertions, the entire record indicates
that the district court did consider the rel evant sentencing

factors in determning his sentence. See id. at 930. Al though
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in excess of the suggested range, the sentence is not plainly

unr easonabl e. See United States v. G ddings, 37 F.3d 1091, 1097

(5th Gr. 1994). The district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



