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MEMORANDUM.

Defendant gppedls as of right from the decison committing him to the custody of the Family
Independence Agency (FIA) following his plea-based conviction of possession of less than fifty grams
of cocaine, MCL 333.7403(2)(a)(iv); MSA 14.15(7403)(2)(a)(iv). We affirm. This apped is being
decided without ora argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

Defendant (DOB 9-19-80) was charged as ajuvenile with possesson with intent to deliver less
than fifty grams of cocaine, MCL 333.7401(2)(a)(iv); MSA 14.15(7401)(2)(a)(iv). At a pretria
hearing before a referee, defendant agreed to plead guilty to the lesser charge of possession. In doing
30, defendant admitted that he had begun dedling in crack cocaine, and that he had used marijuana. The
parties agreed to proceed to digposition immediately. The court committed defendant to the custody of
the FIA. The court stated that it based its decison on defendant’s lack of remorse and his lack of
understanding of the consequences of his actions.

Theright to review of sentencing decisions gppliesto juvenile court proceedings. In re Chapel,
134 Mich App 308, 314; 350 NW2d 871 (1984).

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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Defendant argues that the court abused its discretion by committing him to the FIA because the
decision was based on the court’s adverse reaction to his perceived disrespect. We disagree and
affirm. Defendant pleaded guilty to possession of cocaine. By his own admission, defendant had begun
to ded in cocaine when he was arrested. Defendant’s prior record included a conviction for retall
fraud. His contacts with the juvenile justice sysem had escalated in their seriousness. The court’s
gtated reasons for committing defendant to the FIA were defendant’s prior record, the seriousness of
the ingant offense, defendant’s complete lack of remorse, and his lack of gppreciation of the
consequences of his actions, demondrated in part by his behavior in the courtroom. The court’s
decison to commit defendant to the FIA did not congtitute an abuse of discretion. Chapel, supra.

Affirmed.

/s David H. Sawyer
/9 Dondd E. Holbrook, Jr.
/9 William E. Collette



