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PER CURI AM

Phillip Garrett appeals the revocation of his supervised re-
| ease and sentence of el even nonths i ncarceration for violatingthe
terms of his supervised rel ease by possessing and usi ng cocai ne.
Garrett's attorney filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.

California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), concluding that there are no

meritorious grounds for appeal, but raising the issues that the
revocation of Garrett's supervised rel ease was an abuse of discre-
tion, and that incarcerationinlieuof an inpatient drug treatnent
programwas unduly harsh. Garrett was notified of hisright tofile
a suppl enental brief, which he failed to do. I n accordance with the
requi renments of Anders, we have exam ned the entire record and find
no nmeritorious issues for appeal. Based on Garrett's adm ssion of
possessi ng and using cocaine, the court did not abuse its discre-
tion in revoking Garrett's supervised release as required by 18
US C 8 3583(g) (1988), and sentencing himto an eleven-nonth
prison term’

Moreover, Garrett's claimthat the court abusedits discretion
by refusing to sentence himto an i npati ent substance abuse program
inlieu of incarcerationis without nerit. The court, in inposing
sentence, noted Garrett' s past inabilitytovoluntarily participate
In atreatnment programand concl uded t hat an el even-nonth sent ence

woul d allow Garrett the opportunity to enroll in the Bureau of

See 18 U S.C. A 8 3583(e)(3) (West Supp. 1996); United

States v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829, 831 (4th Cir. 1992).




Prison's drug treatnent program The court considered the sen-
tencing factors under 18 U. S.C. 8§ 3553 (1988), and concl uded t hat
an el even-nonth sentence afforded Garrett with the nost effective
correctional treatnent and provided deterrence to future crines.
Accordingly, we find no abuse of discretion.

This court requires that counsel inform his client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of the United
States for further review. If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivo-
| ous, then counsel may nove in this court for |leave to w thdraw
fromrepresentation. Counsel's notion nust state that a copy there-
of was served onthe client. We di spense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci sional

Process.
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