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

No. 00-31021
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ANTHONY BROMN

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CR-135-1

My 18, 2001
Before EMLIO M GARZA, STEWART and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ant hony Brown appeals his sentence following his guilty plea
conviction to count 3 of his indictnent, possession with intent
to distribute one quarter ounce of cocaine base. Brown argues
that the district court conmtted plain error by inposing an
illegal five year term of supervised release for his conviction
on count 3 because the pre-sentence investigation report stated

t hat subsequent anal ysis reveal ed that Brown possessed only 1.8

grans of cocaine base in relation to count 3.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Brown did not object to the sentence in the district court.
Therefore, the claimis reviewed under the plain error standard.

See United States v. Cartwight, 6 F.3d 294, 300 (5th Gr. 1993).

The error is clear. However, the error does not seriously affect
the fairness, integrity, or public reputation of judicial
proceedi ngs because a reduction of Brown’s term of supervised

rel ease on count 3 would not affect the overall termof his
supervi sed rel ease, Brown fails to show any neani ngful benefit
that he would receive froma correction of the error, and
correction of the error does not call any of Brown’ s convictions

into question. See United States v. Meshack, 225 F.3d 556, 577

(5th Gr. 2000), anended on reh’q, F.3d __, No. 99-50669,

2001 W 224656, at *1 (5th Gr. Mar. 7, 2001), cert. denied, 121

S. . 834 (2001). Therefore, there was no plain error. See
United States v. dano, 507 U S. 725, 732 (1993); United States

v. Fletcher, 121 F. 3d 187, 192 (5th Gr. 1997). The judgnment of

the district court is affirned.

AFFI RVED.



