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MEMORANDUM  
*

Appeal from the United States District Court

for the District of Nevada

Howard D. McKibben, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted August 26, 2008**  

Before: SCHROEDER, KLEINFELD, and IKUTA, Circuit Judges.

Frank Robert Walklin appeals from the 24-month sentence imposed

following the revocation of his supervised release.  We have jurisdiction under 28
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U.S.C. § 1291.  We review for reasonableness, see United States v. Simtob, 485

F.3d 1058, 1061 (9th Cir. 2006), and we affirm.

Walklin contends that the district court relied upon impermissible sentencing

factors in determining the sentence.  Sentencing upon revocation of supervised

release is guided by the factors set forth at 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e), which incorporates

some of the sentencing factors listed in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), but specifically omits

§ 3553(a)(2)(A), which provides for consideration of the need for the sentence to

reflect the seriousness of the offense, to promote respect for the law, and to provide

just punishment.  See Simtob, 485 F.3d at 1062 (citing United States v. Miqbel, 444

F.3d 1173, 1181-82 (9th Cir. 2006)).  The record shows that the district court based

the sentence on the § 3583(e) factors, including the need to protect the public and

to afford adequate deterrence.  Further, the record shows that the district court

properly considered Walklin’s prior conduct pursuant to “a full review of

[Walkin’s] history and the . . . likelihood of repeating that history.”  See Simtob,

485 F.3d at 1063.  We therefore conclude that the sentence is reasonable.  See

Miqbel, 444 F.3d at 1182.

AFFIRMED.


