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Roberto Duran appeals from the 36-month sentence imposed following his

guilty-plea conviction for wire fraud and aiding and abetting, in violation of

18 U.S.C. §§ 2 and 1343.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we

affirm.
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Duran contends the district court procedurally erred by failing to calculate

the Sentencing Guidelines range before announcing its sentence.  This contention

is unpersuasive.  The record reflects that the district court complied with the

requirements set forth in United States v. Carty, 520 F.3d 984, 991-93 (9th Cir.

2008) (en banc).

Duran further contends the district court failed to recalculate the Guidelines

range after rejecting the presentence report’s recommendation concerning his

criminal history category.  Because the district court correctly calculated the

Guidelines range as 21 to 27 months imprisonment, the district court did not

procedurally err by not recalculating the Guidelines range when discussing the

18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) sentencing factors.

Finally, Duran contends the district court abused its discretion by failing to

consider the factors in 18 U.S.C. § 3664(f)(2) when establishing a restitution

schedule of $2,000 a month upon release from prison.  This contention is belied by

the record.  See United States v. Booth, 309 F.3d 566, 576 (9th Cir. 2002)

(rejecting challenge to restitution payment schedule).

AFFIRMED.


