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PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appel | ant Janes David Dani el appeals the district
court’s revocation of his supervised release, which had been
i nposed following his conviction of attenpted possession of a
listed chemcal with intent to manufacture a controll ed substance.

Dani el contends that his sentence was unreasonabl e because t he
district court did not give adequate reasons for sentencing him
above the advisory guidelines range. W need not decide the
appropriate standard of reviewfor a sentence i nposed on revocation

of supervised release in the wake of United States v. Booker, 543

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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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



U.S. 220 (2005), because Dani el has not shown that his sentence was

ei ther unreasonabl e or plainly unreasonable. See United States v.

H nson, 429 F.3d 114, 120 (5th Cr. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. C.

1804 (2006). Although it is in excess of the recommended range,
Daniel’s sentence is within the statutory nmaxi nrumsentence that the
district court could have inposed. Furthernore, a review of the
record denonstrates that the district court considered the rel evant

sentencing factors. See United States v. Smth, 440 F. 3d 704, 707

(5th Cr. 2006). Daniel’s sentence was neither unreasonable nor
pl ai nl y unreasonabl e.

AFFI RVED.



