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PER CURI AM

Jam e Lynn Thons appeal s her t hree-nont h sentence i nposed
by the district court for violations of her supervised rel ease. W
affirm During her supervised release, Thons pled guilty to
driving a vehicle under the influence of alcohol. Thons clains
that the district court erred when it allowed the police officers
who arrested her to testify at her revocation hearing wthout
giving her prior notice of the testinony. This court reviews a
district court’s revocation of supervised release for abuse of

discretion. See United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 642-43 (4th

Gr. 1995).

The Governnent notified Thons prior to the hearing that
it intended to prove her conduct was serious enough to revoke her
supervi sed rel ease. Although the Governnment did not specifically
note the police officers’ testinony as its nmethod of proof, it did
notify Thons of the subject matter of the officers’ testinony.
Thoms had notice of the content of the officers’ testinony
regardl ess of whether she knew about that testinony prior to the
heari ng. The district court did not abuse its discretion in
allowing the testinony of the police officers.

Thons also clains that the decision in United States v.

Booker, 125 S. C. 738 (2005), affected her sentence. However
because the sentencing gquidelines relating to revocation of

supervi sed rel ease have al ways been advisory, see U.S. Sentencing




Quidelines Manual Ch. 7, Pt. A, the sentence inposed after the

revocation of her supervised release is not inpacted by Booker.
Thonms clains that her current sentence is part of her original
sentence and that Booker should apply to her original sentence.
However, a defendant may not challenge, for the first time on
appeal fromthe revocation of supervised rel ease, her sentence for

t he underlying offense. See United States v. Wite, 416 F. 3d 1313,

1316 (11th Cr. 2005). Booker does not apply to Thons’ sentence
and the district court did not err in inposing its sentence.
Therefore, we affirm the judgnment of the district court. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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