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(No. WO01-CR-62-1)

Before JOLLY, WENER, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appel | ant Rodger Dal e Nor man pl eaded guilty to theft
of governnent property. He was sentenced to five years of
probation and was ordered to pay restitution. Norman failed to
abide by the terns of his probation, and it was revoked. He was
sentenced to six nonths in the custody of the Bureau of Prisons and
three years of supervised release. Hi s supervised rel ease was
subsequently revoked for violations, and he was ordered to serve
120 days in community confinenment. Another petition for violation

of supervised release was filed, and Norman pleaded true to four

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



violations of the conditions of his supervised release. The
district court sentenced himto two years of inprisonnment. Norman
appeals from this sentence, arguing that it is plainly
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 statenments in Chapter 7 of the
sent enci ng qui del i nes.

The district court was fully famliar with Norman’ s background
and conduct, and it specifically rejected the suggested gui delines
range in Chapter 7. Norman’s sentence was within the statutory

maxi mum and was not plainly unreasonabl e. See United States v.

Mat hena, 23 F.3d 87, 93-94 (5th G r. 1994). Under the applicable
standard of review (plain error) and the circunmstances of this
case, we conclude that the district court’s alleged failure to
state the reasons for inposition of sentence or to articulate its
consideration of the relevant factors under 8 3553 (including the

policy statenents) was not plain error. See United States v.

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

| zaqui rre-Losoya, 219 F.3d 437, 441-42 (5th Cr. 2000).

AFFI RVED.



