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PER CURIAM.

In October 1998, while Joseph Charles Pelchat was serving a four-year
supervised releaseterm, the district court* determined that he had violated hisrelease
conditions, revoked his release, and sentenced him to 14 months imprisonment and
22 additional monthsof supervisedrelease. Pelchat appeals, arguing thedistrict court
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erred in imposing additional supervised release after revocation and imposition of a
prison term. We affirm.

Pelchat first mountsan attack on our decisionin United Statesv. Schrader, 973
F.2d 623, 625 (8th Cir. 1992) (under 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3583(e)(3), district court may
Impose revocati on sentence consisting of both imprisonment and supervised rel ease).
Not only have we repeatedly declined to reconsider Schrader en banc, see, e.q.,
United States v. Hartman, 57 F.3d 670, 671 (8th Cir. 1995) (per curiam), but we
specifically denied Pelchat’s motion for en banc consideration of this appeal.

Pelchat next raises constitutional challenges to his revocation sentence. He
argues that he could not have foreseen, at the time he was originally sentenced, that
his conduct while on supervised rel ease could subject him to both imprisonment and
further supervised release, in violation of his due process rights. He also contends
that applying 18 U.S.C. § 3583(h) (specifically authorizing imprisonment and
supervised release upon revocation) to him violates the Ex Post Facto Clause, as
subsection (h) was not in existence when hewas originally sentenced. However, we
have previously considered and rejected such arguments. See United States v. St.
John, 92 F.3d 761, 763-67 (8th Cir. 1996).

Accordingly, we affirm.
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