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J. Jesus Vega-Arroyo appeals from the district court’s judgment and

challenges the consecutive eight-month sentence imposed upon revocation of

supervised release.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.  

FILED
DEC 31 2012

MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS



10-504822

Vega-Arroyo contends that the district court plainly erred by failing to

discuss the 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e) sentencing factors.  The district court did not err,

because it was not required to “tick off” all of the relevant sentencing factors, see

United States v. Carty, 520 F.3d 984, 992 (9th Cir. 2008) (en banc), and the record

reflects that the court considered the relevant section 3583(e) sentencing factors. 

See 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e).  

Vega-Arroyo also contends that the district court plainly erred by punishing

him for the criminal conduct that resulted in the revocation of his supervised

release.  The record reflects that the district court properly sanctioned Vega-Arroyo

for his breach of trust, and not for the criminal conduct underlying the revocation. 

See United States v. Miqbel, 444 F.3d 1173, 1182 (9th Cir. 2006).  

AFFIRMED.


