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PER CURI AM

Followi ng his incarceration on a drug charge, Lewi s Coker commenced
his termof supervised rel ease; one of the conditions prohibited himfrom
excessi ve use of al cohol, and another required himto notify his probation
officer within seventy-two hours of being arrested or questioned by a | aw
enforcenent officer. During his release term Coker was twi ce arrested for
driving while intoxicated; Coker failed to notify his probation officer
about his second arrest. The governnent noved to revoke Coker's supervised
rel ease. After a hearing, at which Coker adnmitted to violating his
supervised release conditions, the district court®! revoked Coker's
supervi sed rel ease, and sentenced himto 12 nonths inprisonnment and

The Honorabl e Russell G Cark, United States District Judge
for the Western District of M ssouri.



one year of supervised release. On appeal, Coker argues the district court
failed to consider and explicitly state its reason for not pernmitting him
to participate in a substance abuse treatnent programas an alternative to
i ncarceration. W affirm

A review of the record shows that the district court revoked Coker's
supervi sed rel ease and sentenced himto inprisonnent because Coker posed
a threat to the public, thus rejecting Coker's plea for treatnent as an
alternative to incarceration. As Coker was sentenced within the applicable
Gui delines sentencing range, the district court was not required to
explicitly state the reason for the sentence inposed. See United States
v. Caves, 73 F.3d 823, 825 (8th Cir. 1996) (per curiam. Accordingly, we
conclude the district court did not abuse its discretion by sentencing
Coker to 12 nonths inprisonnent. See United States v. Carr, 66 F.3d 981
983 (8th CGir. 1995) (standard of review.

Finally, as Coker's counsel filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 US. 738 (1967), we have reviewed the record from the
revocation hearing and find no nonfrivol ous issues. See Penson v. Chio,
488 U.S. 75, 80 (1988).

The judgnent is affirnmed.
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