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Submitted April 5, 2011**  

Before: B. FLETCHER, CLIFTON, and BEA, Circuit Judges.

Alfred Peterson appeals from the 13-month sentence imposed upon

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

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

calculate the Guideline range.  This contention is belied by the record.

Peterson also contends that the district court failed to consider the 18 U.S.C.

§ 3553(a) sentencing factors and failed to provide an adequate explanation of the

sentence.  Contrary to Peterson’s contention, the record reflects that the district

court considered the relevant § 3553(a) factors.  See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e); see also

United States v. Miqbel, 444 F.3d 1173, 1181-82 (9th Cir. 2006).  In addition, the

district court considered Peterson’s health issues, and the context and record make

clear the district court’s reasoning.  See Rita v. United States, 551 U.S. 338, 359

(2007).

Moreover, in light of the totality of the circumstances and the factors

applicable under 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e), the sentence is substantively reasonable. 

See United States v. Carty, 520 F.3d 984, 993 (9th Cir. 2008) (en banc).

AFFIRMED.


