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

No. 00-30275
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
EDW N D. DELRCSARI O

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 97-CR-20008- ALL

~ January 24, 2001
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Edw n D. Delrosari o appeals his sentence followi ng the
revocation of his termof supervised release. He requests that
court - appoi nted counsel be relieved of his duties and that new
appel | ate counsel be appointed. Under the Crimnal Justice Act
(CJA), acrimnal defendant is entitled to representation at
every stage of the proceedings fromhis initial appearance before
the United States magistrate or the court through appeal. 18

U S C 8 3006A(c). The court may, in its discretion and the

interest of justice, substitute one appoi nted counsel for another

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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at any stage of the proceedings on appeal. Fifth Crcuit Plan
under the CIJA, 8 2. Court-appointed counsel shall not be
relieved except in the event of inconpatibility between attorney
and client or other nobst pressing circunstances. |d. at 8 3; see

United States v. Trevino, 992 F. 2d 64, 65 (5th G r. 1993)(single-

j udge order).

Delrosario’s notion to relieve court-appointed counsel and
to appoi nt new counsel is DENIED. Delrosario has not shown
i nconpatibility or other pressing circunstances which would
support his notion to relieve his counsel and appoint new
counsel. Delrosario dissatisfaction with his attorney’s
assessnent of the nerits of his appeal, wthout nore, is
insufficient to warrant the substitution of counsel.
Delrosario’s notion for extension of tine to file a reply brief
is al so DEN ED

Wth regard to Delrosario’s challenge to the revocation of
hi s supervised release, we hold that the district court did not
abuse its discretion in revoking Delrosario’s supervised rel ease

on the basis of his refusal to make restitution. Uni ted States

v. McCormck, 54 F.3d 214, 219 (5th Gr. 1995). W also hold
that the inposition of the statutory maxi num penalty of 24

mont hs’ i nprisonnment was not plainly unreasonable. See United

States v. G ddings, 37 F.3d 1091, 1093 (5th Gr. 1994). The

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



