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PER CURI AM ~

Dougl as Bem s appeals the revocation of his supervised re-
| ease. He argues that the District Court for the Western District
of Texas did not have jurisdiction over the revocation proceedi ngs

pursuant to 18 U S.C. § 3605. Bem s contends that because the

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this opinion
shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted circum
stances set forth in 5THAOQR R 47.5.4.
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Western District of Mssouri was the sentencing court, as well as
the court that inposed the conditions of supervised release, the
M ssouri court was the only one with jurisdiction to preside over
the revocati on proceedi ngs.

G ven a plain reading of 18 U.S.C. § 3605, the purpose of the

statute, and United States v. Ramrez, 2004 W 962898 (5th Cr.

May 4, 2004), the District Court for the Western District of Texas

had jurisdiction over Bem s’s revocation proceedings. See United

States v. Santos-Riviera, 183 F.3d 367, 369 (5th Gr. 1999); United

States v. Ron Pair Enters., Inc., 489 U S. 235, 242 (1989). W

al so reject Bem s’ argunent that the rule of lenity applies. Here,

18 U.S.C. 8§ 3605 is not so ambiguous as to require an application

of the rule. United States v. Shabani, 513 U S. 10, 17 (1994).
AFFI RVED.



