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PER CURI AM *

Juan Rodriquez was convicted followng a guilty plea of
being a felon in possession of a firearmand was sentenced to
35 nonths’ inprisonnent to be followed by a three-year term
of supervised release. After his termof supervised rel ease
comenced, Rodriquez violated the conditions of his rel ease,
and he was sentenced to 18 nonths’ inprisonnent follow ng the

revocation of his supervised rel ease.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



No. 03-11293
-2

Rodri quez appeals fromthis sentence, arguing that it is
pl ai nl y unreasonable and that the district court erred by failing
to articulate its reasons for inposition of the sentence or its
consideration of the applicable statutory factors in 18 U S. C
8§ 3553(a), including the policy statenents in Chapter 7 of the
sent enci ng qui del i nes.

Rodri quez’ s sentence was within the statutory maxi num and

was not plainly unreasonable. See United States v. Mathena,

23 F.3d 87, 93-94 (5th Gr. 1994). Prior to sentencing, the
district court was provided with an expl anation of Rodriquez’s

vi ol ations, the Supervised Rel ease Viol ati on Report, stating the
sentenci ng options and updating Rodriquez’s personal history, and
the argunent of defense counsel. “Absent a contrary indication
in the record, such evidence inplies that the district court was

aware of and considered the § 3553(a) factors.” United States

V. lzaquirre-Losoya, 219 F.3d 437, 440-42 (5th Cr. 2000). The

district court inplicitly considered the necessary factors and,
thus, its failure to state its reasons was not plain error. See

United States v. Gonzalez, 250 F.3d 923, 930-31 (5th Gr. 2001);

| zaqui rre-Losoya, 219 F.3d at 441-42.

AFFI RVED.



