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Sung Ho Kim pleaded guilty to one count of bank fraud, in violation of 18
U.S.C. § 1344, and one count of aggravated identity theft, in violation of 18 U.S.C.

§ 1028A, and was sentenced to 36 months imprisonment and 5 years of supervised
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release. His term of supervised release will expire on April 3, 2019. In October
2017, Kim filed a motion for early termination of his term of supervised release.
We review the district court’s denial of Kim’s motion for abuse of discretion.
United States v. Emmett, 749 F.3d 817, 819 (9th Cir. 2014).

A district court may grant early termination of supervised release if, after
considering a subset of the sentencing factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), “it
1s satisfied that such action is warranted by the conduct of the defendant released
and the interest of justice.” 18 U.S.C § 3583(e)(1). The district applied this legal
standard. It cited to 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e) and summarized the relevant § 3553(a)
factors, and its findings that Kim demonstrated neither a change in circumstances
nor exceptionally good behavior are best interpreted as relevant to a determination
under 18 U.S.C § 3583(e) that early termination would not serve the interest of
justice. Emmett, 749 F.3d at 820.

The district court adequately explained its reasons for denying Kim’s
motion. “[T]he district court need not give an elaborate explanation of its reasons
for accepting or rejecting [Kim’s] arguments.” Id. at 821-22. An explanation is
adequate if it “permit[s] meaningful appellate review and justif[ies] the court’s
conclusion in light of the parties’ nonfrivolous arguments and the legal standard.”

Id. at 822. Here, the district court explained its decision in a three-page written



order that articulated its reasons for concluding that “the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)
factors and the interests of justice do not support Kim’s request for early
termination of his supervised release.” Cf. Emmett, 749 F.3d at 819, 822 (vacating
and remanding where the district court stated only that “[d]efendant has not
provided any reason demonstrating that continuing supervised release imposes any

undue hardship on defendant”).

AFFIRMED.



