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Sonja Ham | ton appeal s her sentence inposed follow ng her
guilty plea to theft or bribery concerning prograns receivVing
federal funds. She was sentenced to 12 nonths and one day of
i nprisonnment. Hamlton argues for the first tinme on appeal that,

inlight of United States v. Booker, 125 S. . 738 (2005), her

sentence is invalid because the district court applied the
Sentencing CGuidelines as if they were mandatory and because the

district court enhanced Ham |ton’s sentence based on findi ngs of

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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fact determ ned by the sentencing judge and not admtted by
Ham |l ton or found by a jury.

We review for plain error. United States v. Mares, 402 F. 3d

511, 513, 520-22 (5th Cir. 2005), petition for cert. filed (Mar

31, 2005) (No. 04-9517); United States v. Val enzuel a- Quevedo, 407

F.3d 728, 732 (5th CGr. 2005), petition for cert. filed (July 25,

2005) (No. 05-5556); United States v. Ml veaux, 411 F.3d 558, 561

n.9 (5th Gr. 2005), petition for cert. filed (July 11, 2005)

(No. 05-5297). As Ham Iton concedes, she is unable to establish
plain error wwth regard to her Booker clains because she cannot
establish that being sentenced under a mandatory Qui deli nes
schene affected her substantial rights. The record does not
indicate that the district court “would have reached a
significantly different result” under a sentencing schene in

whi ch the Cuidelines were advisory only. See Mares, 402 F. 3d at

520-22; Val enzuel a- Quevedo, 407 F.3d at 733-34.

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



