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Vanessa Lynn Rodriguez appeals from the district court’s judgment and

challenges the sentence of 12 months and 163 days imposed upon revocation of
probation. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

Rodriguez contends that the sentence is substantively unreasonable because

the district court ordered it to run consecutively to her state sentence. The district
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court did not abuse its discretion. See Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51
(2007). The sentence is substantively reasonable in light of the 18 U.S.C.

8 3583(e) sentencing factors and the totality of the circumstances. See Gall,
552 U.S. at 51; see also U.S.S.G. § 5G1.3(d) (court may impose sentence to run
consecutively to undischarged term of imprisonment “to achieve a reasonable
punishment for the instant offense”).

Moreover, contrary to Rodriguez’s contention, the district court did not
violate Tapia v. United States, 564 U.S. 319 (2011). The record reflects that, while
the district court urged Rodriguez to use her time in prison wisely, it did not
impose or lengthen the sentence to promote Rodriguez’s rehabilitation. See id. at
334 (federal court does not run afoul of 18 U.S.C. § 3582(a) by “discussing the
opportunities for rehabilitation within prison”). The court’s remarks about the
state parole system were directed to the issue of whether federal supervision after
Rodriguez’s release was warranted, which does not implicate Tapia. See United
States v. Grant, 664 F.3d 276, 280 (9th Cir. 2011).

AFFIRMED.
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