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Mauricio Aguilera appeals from the district court’s order granting in part his
motion for a sentence reduction under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2). We have

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review discretionary denials of sentence

reduction motions for abuse of discretion, see United States v. Chaney, 581 F.3d
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1123, 1125 (9th Cir. 2009), and we affirm.

It is undisputed that Aguilera is statutorily eligible for a sentence reduction
under Amendment 782 to the Guidelines, and that the district court concluded that
a sentence reduction from 168 months to 135 months was warranted in this case.
However, Aguilera contends that the district court did not adequately explain its
reasons for rejecting his request for a 120-month sentence. Under Chavez-Meza v.
United States, 138 S. Ct. 1959 (2018), the district court’s explanation was
sufficient. In light of the record at the original sentencing and the district court’s
certification that it considered Aguilera’s motion and took into account the relevant
Guideline policy statements and the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) sentencing factors, the
district court’s orders demonstrate that it considered the parties’ arguments and that
it had a reasoned basis for exercising its legal decisionmaking authority. See
Chavez-Meza, 138 S. Ct. at 1966.

To the extent that Aguilera seeks to raise additional issues for the first time
in his reply brief, we decline to consider them. See United States v. Kama, 394
F.3d 1236, 1238 (9th Cir. 2005).

AFFIRMED.
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