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

No. 01-31136
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
CHRI STOPHER J. ROBI NSQON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 01-CR-30012-ALL

© August 20, 2002

Bef ore H G3d NBOTHAM DAVI S, and PARKER, Circuit Judges
PER CURI AM *

Chri stopher J. Robi nson appeals the revocation of his
supervi sed rel ease. Robinson argues that the district court
i nposed an illegal sentence when it revoked his supervised
rel ease and sentenced himto be incarcerated for 18 nonths wth a
recommendation that he be provided with drug rehabilitation.

The revocati on of Robinson’s supervised rel ease was

mandatory once the district court found that Robinson had been in

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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possessi on of cocaine. See 18 U S. C. 88 3565(b), 3583(g); United

States v. G ddings, 37 F.3d 1091, 1097 (5th Gr. 1994). This

court upholds a sentence after revocation of supervised rel ease
unl ess the sentence violated a law or is plainly unreasonabl e.

See United States v. Mody, 277 F.3d 719, 720 (5th Gr. 2001).

Because Robi nson’s offense carries a maxi mum prison term of
five years, see 21 U S. C. 88 841(b)(1)(D), 846, Robinson was
subject to a maxi mum prison termof two years follow ng the
revocation of his supervised release. See 18 U S.C.

8§ 3559(a)(4). Robinson’s 18-nonth sentence was not in violation
of | aw because it was within the statutory nmaxi mnum See 18
U.S.C. § 3583(e)(3).

Nei t her was the 18-nonth sentence wth the reconmendati on
that he be given intensive drug treatnent “plainly unreasonable.”
Consi deri ng Robinson’s history of drug abuse and his violations
of the conditions of his supervised release, it was reasonable
for the court to determ ne, at the tinme of revocation, that
Robi nson required intensive drug treatnent. Accordingly, the

district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



