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Danny Franklin Melton appeals his sentence follow ng his
guilty-plea conviction of theft or receipt of stolen mail matter.
Melton argues that his three-year term of supervised rel ease
shoul d be vacated because, now that the Sentencing Guidelines are

advi sory rather than mandatory under United States v. Booker, 125

S. . 738 (2005), the district court was not required to inpose
supervi sed rel ease. Because Melton did not raise the issue of

hi s supervised-release termin the district court, reviewis

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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limted to plain error. See United States v. Vonn, 535 U S. 55,

59 (2002). Melton must show. (1) an error; (2) that is clear or
plain; (3) that affected his substantial rights; and (4) that
seriously affected the fairness, integrity, or public reputation

of his judicial proceedings. See United States v. d ano, 507

U S. 725, 732-35 (1993).
The district court erred in inposing Melton’s term of
supervi sed rel ease under the mandatory Sentenci ng Cui delines

schenme, and this error was obvi ous after Booker. See United

States v. Val enzuel a- Quevedo, 407 F.3d 728, 733 (5th Cr. 2005).

However, Melton has not shown that the error affected his
substantial rights as he has not shown that the record
denonstrates that the district court judge would have inposed a
different or |esser supervised-release termunder a Booker
advisory regine. See id. at 733-34. Therefore, he has not net
the requirenents to show plain error. The district court’s

j udgnent i s AFFI RVED



