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

No. 92-3629
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
RONALD SCHAFER

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. CR-92-24-01-F
~ March 17, 1993

Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ronal d J. Schafer took an Anerican Express Card whi ch was
mai | ed and addressed to an individual who resided in his
apartnent conplex and then incurred a | oss of $8498 when he nade
unaut hori zed purchases with the card. Schafer was arrested and
pl eaded guilty to credit card fraud in violation of 18 U S. C
8§ 1029. The district court inposed an eight-nonth term of
i nprisonnment in a sentencing guideline range of 2 to 8 nonths and

ordered restitution and a special assessnent of $50.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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Schaf er argues that the eight-nonth sentence was undul y
harsh. This Court will uphold a guideline sentence unless it was
i nposed by the district court "in violation of |aw' or was
i nposed following an "incorrect application of the sentencing
gui deli nes" or was a departure fromthe pertinent guideline range

and was unreasonabl e. United States v. Allibhai, 939 F.2d 244,

252 (5th Gr. 1991), cert. denied, 112 S.C. 967 (1992); United

States v. Buenrostro, 868 F.2d 135, 139 (5th Gr. 1989), cert.

denied, 495 U. S. 923 (1990). A sentence inposed consistent with
this standard is thus effectively insulated fromreview by this

Court. See 18 U.S.C. § 3742; United States v. Lara-Vel asquez,

919 F.2d 946, 954 n.9 (5th Gr. 1990). Schafer's sentence was
i nposed within the applicable guideline range after a proper
application of the guidelines and was not unreasonabl e. Because
Schafer's argunent that the sentence is "too harsh" does not
address any issue that will trigger appellate review of the
sentence, that sentence nust be affirmnmed.

AFFI RVED.



