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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Mary Casto appeals the district court’s order revoking supervised
release and imposing a sentence of five months imprisonment, five
months in a halfway house, and two years of supervised release.
Casto asserts that the district court erred in concluding that she lied
to the court when she denied, at the revocation hearing, that she had
possessed marijuana. The district court relied on a laboratory urine
test in holding that Casto had possessed marijuana and that her denial
was untruthful. Counsel for Casto asserts that Casto did not deny
using marijuana, but denied buying the drug or keeping it in her
home. 

This court reviews for abuse of discretion the district court’s deci-
sion to revoke a defendant’s supervised release and impose a sentence
following revocation. United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 642-43
(4th Cir. 1995). Casto does not assert that the sentence is not within
the guideline range. This court does not review a sentence within the
guideline range that was not imposed in violation of the law. United
States v. Porter, 909 F.2d 789, 794 (4th Cir. 1990). Intentional use of
a controlled substance is sufficient to prove possession of that sub-
stance. United States v. Clark, 30 F.3d 23, 26 (4th Cir. 1994); United
States v. Battle, 993 F.2d 49, 50 (4th Cir. 1993). 

We conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion in
revoking Casto’s supervised release and imposing a sentence at the
top of the guideline range. Therefore, we affirm the revocation and
sentence imposed. We dispense with oral argument because the facts
and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED
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