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

No. 97-31137
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
W LSON SAM
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court

for the Western District of Louisiana
USDC No. 96-CR-60002-1

August 28, 1998
Before JOLLY, SM TH, and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Wl son Sam appeals his guilty-plea conviction and sentence
for food stanp fraud, noney |aundering, and crimnal forfeiture.
He argues that the district court erred in refusing to grant a
downwar d departure due to his advanced age and poor health.
Because the district court’s refusal to grant a downward
departure was not the result of a violation of law or a

m sapplication of the U S. Sentencing Cuidelines, this court

| acks jurisdiction to review the district court’s refusal to

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



No. 97-31137
-2

grant a downward departure. United States v. Guajardo, 950 F.2d

203, 207-08 (5th Gr. 1991).

Sam al so argues that the district court erred in inposing
t he maxi num sentence within the applicable Guideline range
W t hout considering his advanced age or poor health and w thout
stating reasons as required by 18 U S.C. § 3553(c). The district
court considered Sanis argunents concerning his age and heal th

and determ ned that the maxi num sentence within the applicable

Cui del i ne range was appropriate. See Guajardo, 950 F.2d at 207-
08. Because the applicable guideline range spanned exactly 24
nont hs and did not exceed 24 nonths, the district court was not
required to state reasons for inposing the particular sentence

under 8§ 3553(c). See 8§ 3553(c)(1); United States v. Richardson,

925 F.2d 112, 117 (5th Gr. 1991). However, even if the district
court was required to state reasons for inposing the particular
sentence, the district court articulated sufficient reasons in
stating that Sami s conduct was “reprehensible and imoral in the
manner in which [he] used others in order to cover [his] tracks.”
The district court further stated that Sam should not be all owed
to “mani pul ate the systenf in the future.

AFFI RVED.



