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Ion Datcu appeals from the district court’s judgment and challenges the 18month sentence imposed upon revocation of supervised release. We have
jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.
Datcu contends that the district court procedurally erred by failing to explain
*
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adequately the sentence. We review for plain error, see United States v. Hammons,
558 F.3d 1100, 1103 (9th Cir. 2009), and find none. The court did provide a
rationale for the sentence, but in any event, Datcu has not shown a reasonable
probability that he would have received a different sentence had the court
explained in greater detail why it sentenced Datcu above the Sentencing
Guidelines’ policy statement range. See United States v. Dallman, 533 F.3d 755,
762 (9th Cir. 2008).
Datcu also contends that his sentence is substantively unreasonable in light
of his circumstances and because of the district court’s allegedly undue emphasis
on his criminal history. The district court did not abuse its discretion in imposing
Datcu’s sentence. See Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007). The aboveGuidelines sentence is substantively reasonable in light of the 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e)
sentencing factors and the totality of the circumstances, including Datcu’s multiple
violations of supervised release and his breach of the court’s trust. See Gall, 552
U.S. at 51; see also United States v. Gutierrez-Sanchez, 587 F.3d 904, 908 (9th Cir.
2009) (“The weight to be given the various factors in a particular case is for the
discretion of the district court.”).
AFFIRMED.
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