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PER CURI AM *

Ccie Lee Pickens, Jr., appeals fromthe district court’s
i nposition of a 36-nonth sentence of inprisonnent follow ng the
revocation of Pickens’s supervised rel ease. Pickens contends
that the sentence is plainly unreasonable under all the
circunstances. He notes that his violations consist solely of
Grade C violations, and that the range of inprisonnment

recommended by the Sentencing GQuidelines is seven to thirteen

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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months. He contends that his conduct on supervised rel ease took
a downward turn when he returned to Oakdal e, Louisiana at the
i nsi stence of his probation officer.

Pi ckens’ s sentence was not plainly unreasonabl e given that
it fell within the statutory maxi num and was based on the
district court’s determnation that Pickens is in need of
conpr ehensive drug rehabilitation during incarceration.

See United States v. Pena, 125 F.3d 285, 286, 288 (5th Cr. 1997)

(uphol di ng 24-nmonth sentence for Grade C viol ations, where
i npri sonment range under the Sentencing Quidelines was three to
nine nonths). The district court’s consideration of Pickens’s
need for drug rehabilitation during incarceration also falls
within 18 U S.C. 8§ 3553(a)(2)(D), which requires the district
court to consider the need for “nedical care, or other
correctional treatnment in the nost effective manner.” Further,
by taking into account the needs of the people of Oakdal e, and
the young people in Pickens’s famly, the district court also
properly considered the need to protect the public fromfurther
crinmes of the defendant. See 18 U . S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(C

Because Pi ckens has failed to show that the sentence inposed
is plainly unreasonable, the judgnment of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



