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Defendant Jose Luis Pita-Mota appeals the district court’s revocation of his
supervised release and the sentence of 18 months’ imprisonment. Reviewing for
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plain error the adequacy of the district court’s explanation at sentencing, United
States v. Hammons, 558 F.3d 1100, 1103 (9th Cir. 2009), we affirm.
Even assuming that the district court erred by failing to give a more detailed
explanation of the relevant 18 U.S.C. § 3553 factors and by failing to respond
specifically to Defendant’s argument concerning a concurrent sentence, Defendant
has not "demonstrated a reasonable probability that he would have received a
different sentence" had the district court not erred. United States v. Waknine, 543
F.3d 546, 554 (9th Cir. 2008). The district court’s errors here, if any, are a much
less "serious departure from established procedures" than were the district court’s
errors in Waknine, in which we held that prejudice was a "close question." Id.
Unlike in Waknine and Hammons, an explanation for the sentence can be surmised
from the district court’s discussion of the § 3553(a) factors earlier in the same
sentencing hearing. The district court imposed a sentence at the bottom end of the
correctly calculated Guidelines range. In these circumstances, we find no
reasonable probability that Defendant would have received a different sentence had
the district court not erred.
AFFIRMED.
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