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The district court sentenced Isaac Coronado to a 19-month term of

imprisonment for violating the terms of his supervised release for a second time.
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The sentence is affirmed.

The district court asked Coronado during the sentencing hearing whether he
would prefer 11-months imprisonment with a new term of supervised release, or
would prefer a longer term of imprisonment—up to the statutory 24-month
maximum—with no subsequent term of supervised release. The district court then
continued the sentencing for two weeks so Coronado could consider the options
before expressing a preference.

When Coronado returned for sentencing, he stated he preferred the latter
option. The district court then sentenced Coronado to a 19-month term of
imprisonment with no additional term of supervised release. The court also gave
Coronado credit for the time he had already served on the second supervised
release violation. It appears from the record that Coronado incorrectly believed
that he was entitled to credit for 178 days served on his prior violation of
supervised release. Coronado made the district court aware of his misimpression.
And Coronado’s lawyer asked the court, in light of Coronado’s misimpression, to
give Coronado credit for time served on the first supervised release violation. The
district court declined to alter its sentence.

The district court properly imposed a 19-month sentence. Under 18 U.S.C.
§ 3583(e)(3), “a district court is no longer required to reduce the maximum term of

imprisonment to be imposed upon revocation by the aggregate length of prior



revocation imprisonment terms.” United States v. Knight, 580 F.3d 933, 937 (9th
Cir. 2009). Thus, the court could have lawfully imposed a sentence up to 24
months. It did not need to credit the prior 178-day term of imprisonment imposed
on Coronado for his first violations of the terms of supervised release. Id.

Nor did the district court abuse its discretion by imposing a sentence above
the guideline range of 5-11 months of imprisonment. The sentence was not
substantively unreasonable in light of the facts that (1) the court had imposed a
sentence well below the guideline range when Coronado was originally sentenced
for possessing a firearm as a convicted felon, and (2) his multiple violations of the
terms of his supervised release.

Finally, the court did not commit any plain error during the process of
considering Coronado’s preference for a longer sentence in lieu of additional
supervised release. Coronado appears to have believed he was entitled to an
additional 178 days of credit. But even if Coronado would have expressed a
different preference had he better understood the amount of credit he was entitled,
the district court was under no obligation to consider Coronado’s preference when
imposing a sentence.

AFFIRMED.



