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Before: SILVERMAN, CALLAHAN, and N.R. SMITH, Circuit Judges.  

Richard Michael Gomez appeals from the 21-month sentence imposed upon 

the revocation of supervised release.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291,

and we affirm.
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Gomez contends that the district court procedurally erred by failing to

sufficiently explain the sentence, and by relying on erroneous facts.  The record

reflects that the district court did not procedurally err.  See Gall v. United States,

552 U.S. 38, 49-52 (2007); see also United States v. Carty, 520 F.3d 984, 993 (9th

Cir. 2008) (en banc).  Gomez also contends that the district court erred by failing to

resolve disputed factual issues, in violation of Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure

32.  The record reflects that the district court did not rely upon any disputed

information when imposing the sentence.  See United States v. Saeturn, 504 F.3d

1175, 1178-81 (9th Cir. 2007) (concluding that Fed. R. Crim. P. 32(i)(3)(B) is

limited to factual disputes which affect the temporal term of the sentence imposed).

Gomez also contends that his sentence is substantively unreasonable because

the district court relied upon unreliable allegations of new criminal conduct in

arriving at the sentence, and because the above-Guidelines range sentence is

greater than necessary to achieve the goals of sentencing.  The record reflects that

the district court considered the appropriate sentencing factors under 18 U.S.C. 

§§ 3553(a) and  3583(e), and that the sentence is reasonable in light of the totality

of the circumstances.  See United States v. Simtob, 485 F.3d 1058, 1062-63 (9th

Cir. 2007); see also Gall 552 U.S. at 51-52.

AFFIRMED. 
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