IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-10679
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
BENNI E EARL HUDSON,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:95-CV-289-A
) ﬁeﬂrda{y-7: i9§6-
Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel | ant Benni e Earl Hudson appeals fromthe district court's
order denying his notion to vacate his sentence, filed pursuant to
28 U S.C. § 2255. He argues that: he received ineffective
assi stance of counsel; his conviction on two counts of being a
felon in possession of a firearm under 18 U S. C. 88 922(g) and
924(e), viol ated the Doubl e Jeopardy Cl ause; the sentencing court's
reliance on allegedly uncounsel ed prior convictions violated his

due process rights; the court's reliance on convictions that pre-

dated 8 924(e)'s enactnent violated the Ex Post Facto C ause; the

Pursuant to Local Rule 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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court denied himallocution in violation of Fed. R Cim P. 32
and the term"burglary” in 8 924(e) is unconstitutionally "void for
vagueness." W have reviewed the record and the district court's
opi nion and perceive no reversible error. Although the district
court failed to address Hudson's ex post facto claim this court
has reviewed and rejected an identical claimin a previous case.

See United States v. Leonard, 868 F.2d 1393, 1399 (5th Cr. 1989),

cert. denied, 496 U S. 904 (1990). O herwi se, we affirm for

essentially the reasons given by the district court. United States
V. Hudson, No. 4:95-CV-289-A (N.D. Tex. July 16, 1995).
Hudson's notion to suppl enment the record on appeal is DEN ED.

AFFI RVED.



