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Jose Santiago Rivera Valle appeals from the district court’s judgment and
challenges the 13-month sentence imposed upon revocation of supervised release.

We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

Valle contends that the district court procedurally erred by failing to
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consider his mitigating arguments and relying on a clearly erroneous fact regarding
his criminal history. The district court did not plainly err. See United States v.
Valencia-Barragan, 608 F.3d 1103, 1108 (9th Cir. 2010). The record shows that
the district court considered Valle’s arguments for a shorter sentence and expressly
discussed some of them. The court was not required to address specifically each of
Valle’s arguments. See Rita v. United States, 551 U.S. 338, 358-59 (2007). The
record does not show that the district court relied on a clearly erroneous fact when,
in the course of explaining the basis for the sentence, it stated that past periods of
incarceration had not fully deterred Valle and protected the community from his
criminal activity. See United States v. Christensen, 828 F.3d 763, 816 (9th Cir.
2016) (stating standard).

Valle also contends that the sentence is substantively unreasonable. The
district 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.

§ 3553(a) sentencing factors and the totality of the circumstances, including
Valle’s immigration and criminal history. See Gall, 552 U.S. at 51.

AFFIRMED.
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