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Ri chard Furl ow was convicted pursuant to a guilty plea on
three counts of fraud-related offenses. He was sentenced to
three concurrent terns of inprisonnent of 51 nonths, to be
foll owed by three concurrent three-year terns of supervised
rel ease. Furlow now appeals the sentence inposed by the district
court upon revocation of his supervised rel ease. Furlow argues

that, in light of United States v. Booker, 543 U S. 220 (2005),

the district court erred in inposing an unreasonabl e sentence of

i nprisonnment and an additional term of supervised rel ease.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



No. 05-10658
-2

Furl ow argues that the district court failed to consider the
factors listed in 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a), as required by 18 U S.C

8§ 3583(e). However, Furlow admtted to the court that he was an
addi ct and that he had nental health issues, and defense counsel
requested a termof inprisonnent so that Furlow could conplete
the prison drug treatnent program Moreover, Furlow began
abusi ng drugs shortly after being rel eased to supervision, and he
admtted that his attenpts at self-treatnent of his nental health
i ssues had been unsuccessful. See § 3553(a)(1l) & (2)(D).

The sentence i nposed upon revocation of Furlow s supervised
rel ease did not exceed the statutory maxi mumterm of inprisonnent
that the district court could have inposed. See § 3583(e)(3).
Furthernore, the district court noted in its witten order that
it had considered all of the factors set forth in § 3553(a) in
determning Furlow s sentence. |In light of Furlow s adm ssions
at the revocation hearing and defense counsel’s agreenent that
Furl ow needed hel p, the sentence inposed by the district court
was neither “unreasonable” nor “plainly unreasonable.” See

United States v. H nson, 429 F.3d 114, 120 (5th Cr. 2005), cert.

denied, 126 S. C. 1804 (2006). The judgnent of the district

court i s therefore AFFI RVED



