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Background: United Statesappealed froman
order of the United States District Court for
the District of New Mexico, which sentenced
defendant to six daysin prison and three years
of supervised release for the crimes of
conspiracy to distribute 500 grams or more of
a mixture and substance containing
methamphetamine and using a telephone to
facilitate a drug trafficking offense.

Holdings. The Court of Appeds, Circuit
Judge, held that:

2(1) time for government's appeal from order
imposing conditional alternative sentencedid
not begin to run until after the district court
found that the condition precedent it imposed
actually had occurred and ordered execution
of the alternative sentence, and

6(2) sentence was unreasonable.
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Reversed and remanded.

Tymkovich, Circuit Judge, filed concurring
opinion.
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found that the condition precedent it imposed
actually had occurred and ordered execution
of the aternative sentence. 18 U.S.C.A. §

3742(b).
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exercise of its discretion, and which it
intended to apply if the Supreme Court in
Booker afforded district courtssuch discretion
under Sentencing Guidelines.

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€40

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in
General
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To be reasonable, a sentence must be
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considered the statutory factors and explained
its reasoning, a sentence can yet be
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Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~~866

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350Hk859 Offender-Related
Factors
350Hk866 k. Family,
Community or Business Tiesand Obligations.
Most Cited Cases
Sentence of six days imprisonment and three
years of supervised release for the crimes of
conspiracy to distribute 500 grams or more of
a mixture and substance containing
methamphetamine and using a telephone to
facilitate a drug trafficking offense was
unreasonable; fact that defendant's role in the
criminal conspiracy was not centrd and her
status as a single mother did not justify such
an extraordinary departure from the advisory
Guidelines. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(Q).

*586 Laura Fashing, Assistant U.S. Attorney
(David C. Iglesias, United States Attorney;
and James R.W. Braun, Assistant U.S.
Attorney with her onthebriefs), Albuguerque,
NM, for the Plaintiff-Appellant.

Robert J. Gorence, Robert J. Gorence &
Associates, P.C., Albuquerque, NM, for the
Defendant-Appellee.

Before LUCERQO, Circuit Judge,
McWILLIAMS, Senior Circuit Judge, and
TYMKOVICH, Circuit Judge.

LUCERO, Circuit Judge.

This case asks us to determine the limits of
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reasonableness in the context of sentencing
decisions. The United States gopeds a
district court decison sentencing Sabrina
Cage to six days in prison and *587 three
years of supervised release for the crimes of
conspiracy to distribute 500 grams or more of
a mixture and substance containing
methamphetamine and using a telephone to
facilitateadrug trafficking offense. Although
the district court properly calaulated the
sentence range under the Federd Sentencing
Guidelines at 46-57 months imprisonment, it
used its discretion under United States v.
Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160
L.Ed.2d 621 (2005), to concludethat six days
imprisonment was sufficient, but not greater
than necessary to meet the considerations
enumerated in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). Under
Booker, we review district court sentencing
decisions for reasonableness. Because the
facts of this case are not so dramatic as to
justify such an extreme divergence from the
advisory guidelines range, the district court's
sentencing decision was unreasonable. As
such, we REVERSE and REMAND for
resentenci ng.

Conducting operations out of both California
and New Mexico, the Cuevas family
orchestrated a major methamphetamine
distribution ring: Nelida Cuevas, the family
matriarch, was deeplyinvolvedin thefamily's
drug distribution enterprise and her four sons,
Arturo, Francisco, Ricardo, and Jorge Cuevas
were the ring leaders of the operation in New
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Mexico.  Their sister Veronica Cuevas,
Nelida Cuevass youngest child and only
daughter, wasfrequentlydispatched to pick up
large quantities of methamphetamine from an
unclein Californiato be soldin New Mexico.
Once the methamphetamine was transported
to San Juan County, the Cuevas family
distributed it to users through a distribution
chain including Cuevas family members and
outsiders.

In the course of investigating the Cuevas
family crimina enterprise, the federal
government obtained authorization to tap a
cell phone to which Ricardo Cuevas
subscribed and that Ricardo's girlfriend,
Sabrina Cage, frequently used. Cagelivedin
Ricardo's home and was not employed during
the time that she lived with him. They had a
son together, who was an infant at the time of
theinvestigation. Although not central to the
congpiracy, Cage did substantialy and
knowingly assist the enterprise.  Evidence
obtained from the wiretap shows that Cage
took ordersfor drug salesand hel ped facilitate
drug transactions. Cage dso relayed
messages between Ricardo and other members
of the Cuevas family about drug dedls,
vouched for the reliability of members of the
family asdrug couriers, and, on one occasion,
tried unsuccessfully to convince a friend to
rent a car under a false name for Cuevas
family use.

On April 23, 2003, Nelidaand Veronicawere
at Ricardo'shouse. Ricardo called Cage and
instructed her togive $1,000in cash to Nelida
and $200 to Veronica. After Nelida and
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Veronica drove away, agents stopped and
arrested them, and found $17,000 in
Veronicas luggage and $3,815 in Nélidas
luggage.  Within an hour, agents began
executing searchwarrantsinvariouslocations
controlled by the Cuevas family. At Ricardo
and Cage's residence, agents found 945 net
grams of methamphetamine, over $2,000 in
cash, aloaded handgun, and two gram-capable
scales. In total, the searches of all Cuevas
family properties uncovered well over two
kilograms of methamphetamine and several
firearms.

Cage pled guilty to one count of conspiracy to
distribute 500 gramsor more of amixture and
substance containing methamphetamine, in
violationof 21U.S.C.8§841(a)(1), (B)()(a)&
846, and one count of ugng a telephone to
facilitate a drug trafficking offense, in
violation of *58821 U.S.C. 8§ 843(b). She
agreed that 1.5 kilograms or more of actual
methamphetamine is attributable to her,
which, she acknowledged, would place her at
a base offense level of 38. With the parties
agreement that Cage should receive an
adjustment for her mitigating role in the
offense, and with thegovernment's concession
that Cage was a minor participant in the
crimina activity and that she met the
requirements of the “safety valve” provision,
BN Cage faced a total offense level of 23.
Given that her criminal history placed her
conduct in sentencing category |, Cage was
exposed to a guidelines range of 46 to 57
months.
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EN1. The sentencing provision of the
drug statutes to which Cage pleaded
guilty contains a safety valve that
alows for the court to depart
downward from the statutory
minimum sentence. 18 U.SC. §
3553(f). The safety valve applies if
“(2) the defendant does not have more
than 1 crimina history point, as
determined under the sentencing
guidelines; (2) the defendant did not
useviolence... or possess afirearm or
other dangerous weapon ... in
connection with the offense; (3) the
offense did not result in death or
serious bodily injury to any person;
(4) the defendant was not an
organizer, leader, manager, or
supervisor of othersin the offense ...
and was not engaged in a continuing
criminal enterprise ...; and (5) ... the
defendant has truthfully provided to
the Government.” Id.; see also
United Sates v. Tolase-Cousins, 440
F.3d 1237, 1244 (10th Cir.2006).

Although she declined to obect to the
guidelines calculations in the Pre-Sentence
Report, Cage did move for a downward
departure. She argued that her incarceration
would leave her infant son in the care of her
mother, who was aready raising three
children under the age of five, thereby
justifyingadepartureunder U.S.S.G. §5H1.6.
Upon finding that “this is not a situation
where the family ties and responsihilities fall
outside the heartland of cases,” the court
denied the motion for downward departure.
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The court then sentenced Cage at the bottom
of the guidelines range to 46 months
imprisonment. Awareof the Supreme Court's
pending decision in Booker, 543 U.S. at 220,
125 S.Ct. 738, the digtrict court fashioned an
alternative sentence that it would apply if the
Sentencing Guidelines were found
unconstitutional. The alternative sentence
imposed by the district court was six days
imprisonment.

Cage began serving a 46 month term of
imprisonment, but, on the day that Booker was
decided, she filed a motion to apply the
aternative sentence. Inopposing the motion,
the government argued that the court lacked
jurisdictiontoimposethealternative sentence,
that the Booker decision did not meet the
condition precedent to thealternative sentence
because it did not hold that the Guidelines
wereuncongtitutional intheir entirety, and that
the sentence of six days imprisonment was
unreasonabl e. After overruling the
government's objections, the court issued an
“Order Directing Bureau of Prisonsto Apply
Alternative Sentence and to Immediately
Release Defendant Sabrina Cage from
Custody,” with which the Bureau of Prisons
complied.  The order explained that the
district court had examined the evidence and
calculated the proper sentencing range under
the Guidelines and that the alternate sentence
of six days imprisonment was sufficient, but
not greater than necessary, to meet the
considerations enumerated in 18 U.S.C. §
3553(a). The government appeals and seeks
reversal of thisorder.
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Before determining the reasonableness of the
alternativesentence, wemust assureourselves
that we have jurisdiction to hear this appeal.
Cage moves to dismiss the appeal, arguing
that the government filed *589 its notice of
appeal late and that we thus lack jurisdiction.

Under the unique circumstances of this case,
we think that the government filed its appeal
within the specified timelimit. Cage's motion
to dismiss, therefore, is denied.

[1][2] “Thefiling of atimely notice of appeal
isan absolute prerequisitetoour jurisdiction.”
Parker v. Bd. of Pub. Utils., 77 F.3d 1289,
1290 (10th Cir.1996). The government must
fileitsappeal withinthirty days of the entry of
the order being appealed. Fed. R.App. P.
4(b)(1)(B). Cage assertsthat the government
is appealing the initia judgment, which
imposed a sentence of 46 months
imprisonment with an alternative sentence if
the Sentencing Guidelines were found
unconstitutional. Becausethisjudgment was
entered on September 2, 2004, and the
government filed its appeal on March 23,
2005, Cage arguesthat the government filed
itsnotice of appeal lae. Wedisagree. What
the government is appealing, instead, is the
“Order Directing Bureau of Prisons to Apply
Alternative Sentence and to Immediately
Release Defendant Sabrina Cage from
Custody,” entered on February 24, 2005.

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3742(b), the
government may appeal sentences. (1)
imposed in violation of the law; (2) imposed
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as aresult of an incorrect application of the
Guidelines;, (3) that are less than the
minimum guidelinessentence; or (4) imposed
for an offensefor which thereisno Guideline.

No statutory justification existed for
appealing the 46 month sentence imposed on
September 2, 2004.

Because of finality requirements, the
government did not have statutory authority to
appeal the six day sentence prior to February
24,2005. The pertinent statute authorizesthe
government to “file a notice of appeal in the
district court for review of an otherwise final
sentence,” 18 U.S.C. § 3742(b), and we
conclude that the sentence of six days
imprisonment was not a “final sentence”
within the meaning of the statute until the
court entered the February 24th order that
made the six day sentence enforceable. Until
that date, Cage was serving a 46 month
sentence, not a six day sentence, and
accordingly the latter sentence was not final.
See, e.g., United States v. Jackson, 903 F.2d
1313, 1316 (10th Cir.1990) (discussing the
“findity” of a sentence, where the district
court attempted to anticipate the Supreme
Court's decision in Mistretta v. United Sates,
488 U.S. 361, 109 S.Ct. 647, 102 L .Ed.2d 714

(1989)).

Moreover, thealternative sentencerelied upon
a condition precedent, which did not occur
until well after the time lapsed for appealing
the September 2nd order.  Further, it was
unclear to the parties whether the condition
precedent ever occurred-they disputed whether
the Booker decision mettheconditionlistedin
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the alternative sentence. Given this
uncertainty, the government could not have
appealed the conditional alternative sentence
until after the district court found that the
condition precedent it imposed actually had
occurred and ordered execution of the
alternative sentence. A ruling tothe contrary
would leave this court in the unacceptable
position of either ruling on the legality of a
sentence that a defendant may never suffer or
withholding decision until an uncertain future
date and then deciding for the district court
whether conditions it imposed had or had not
been met. Because the government appeal ed
the district court's February 24th order within
the statutory time period, we have jurisdiction
to consider the government's challenge.

Further, we reject the government's position
that the district court lacked jurigdiction to
impose the alternative sentence in this case.

The government readily concedes 590 that
district courts have authority to impose
aternative sentences. Although wegenerally
disapprove of alternative sentences, and under
certaincircumstances-unlikelikethosepresent
in this case-will find them procedurdly
unreasonableunder Booker, we have affirmed
alternative sentencesin the past. See United
Satesv. Garcia, 893 F.2d 250, 251, 256 (10th

Cir.1989).

[3] Rather than quarrel withthedistrict court's
authority to impose alternative sentences in
genera, the government maintains that the
court below conditioned application of the six
day alternative sentence on circumstancesthat
did not occur. The didrict court stated that
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the alternative sentence would apply “only in
the event the United States Sentencing
Guidelines and the Sentencing Reform Act of
1984 are determined to be unconstitutional.”
Because the Supreme Court in Booker did not
hold that the Sentencing Guidelines were
unconstitutional in their entirety, but rather
held “that mandatory application of the
Guidelines violates the Sixth Amendment
when judge-found fects, other than thaose of
prior convictions, are employed to enhancea
sentence,” United Sates v. Gonzalez-Huerta,
403 F.3d 727, 731 (10th Cir.2005), the
government argues that the district court
lacked authority to order application of the
aternative sentence. The district court
addressed thisargument, stating: “Theintent,
when | said that the altemati ve sentencewoul d
apply in the event the guidelines sentence
were determined to be unconstitutional, was
that if the Court wereto rulethat theguideline
sentence was not a mandatory sentence, but
that a district judge would have discretion to
aoply, then the alternative sentence was the
proper sentence.” Upon review of therecord,
it appears plain tha the district ocourt
fashioned an alternative sentence reflecting
the sentenceit would imposein theexercise of
itsdiscretion, and whichit intended toapply if
the Court in Booker afforded district courts
such discretion. Because Booker held that a
district court commits error “by applying the
Guidelinesinamandatory fashion, asopposed
to a discretionary fashion, even though the
resulting sentence was cal culated solely upon
facts that were admitted by the defendant,
found by the jury, or based upon the fact of a
prior conviction,” Gonzalez-Huerta, 403 F.3d
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at 731-32, we conclude that the district court
had jurisdiction to order application of the
alternative sentence under the specificfacts of
thiscase. See, e.g., United Statesv. Smpson,
430 F.3d 1177, 1181 (D.C.Cir.2005)
(approving alternative sentence that would
apply “if the Guidelineswere * not controlling’

but could be looked to ‘for whatever
assistance ... [the court] might be able to get
fromthem’ ). The February 24th order was
not a new sentence, but rather a clarification
of the original sentence that made the six day
sentence enforceable, and hence appealable,

under 8§ 3742(b).

As noted, Cage pled guilty to one count of
conspiracy to distribute 500 grams or more of
a mixture and substance containing
methamphetamine and one count of using a
telephone to facilitate a drug trafficking
offense.  Under her plea agreement, the
government agreed that Cage was a minor
participant in the criminal adivity, that she
met the requirements of the safety valve
provision, that shedid not possessafirearm or
other dangerous weapon, and that she
accepted responsibility for her criminal
conduct. Based on these stipulations, Cage's
total offense level was 23. At crimina
history category I, this corresponds to a
guidelines range of 46 to 57 months and the
district court sentenced her at the bottom of
that range. *591 It also imposed an
alternative sentence, calaulated without
reference to the Guidelines, of six days
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imprisonment.

After Booker was decided, the district court
again considered the proper sentencefor Cage.
It evaluated the proper range under the
Guidelines and the factorslisted in 18 U.S.C.
§ 3553(a), and decided to impose the
alternative sentence of six days'imprisonment
and three yearsof supervised release. ™2 The
government appeals this sentencing decison
on the grounds that such a short sentenceis
unreasonable given the gravity of the crimes
committed.

EN2. Although the Sentencing
Guidelinesarenow advisory following
Booker, it has remained common
among courts around the country to
refer to sentencing decisions that
enhance the recommended guideline
range under Chapter 5 as* departures.”

Courts now frequently refer to
sentencing decisions that are outside
the Guideline ranges under the district
court's discretion in applying the §
3553(a) factors as “variances.” See,
e.g., United Sates v. Hampton, 441
F.3d 284, 287 (4th Cir.2006); United
Sates v. Gatewood, 438 F.3d 894,
896-97 (8th Cir.2006). While
recognizing the advisory nature of the
Guidelines, this opinion uses this
terminology.

A

Under Booker, we are required to review
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district court sentencing decisions for
“reasonableness.” 543 U.S. at 261, 125 S.Ct.
738. Sentencing dedsions must be reversed
when a sentence is unreasonabl e considering
thefactorsenumeratedin18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a).
Id.

[4] Reasonableness has both procedural and
substantive components. SeeUnited Statesv.
Kristl, 437 F.3d 1050, 1054-55 (10th
Cir.2006). To bereasonable, asentence must
be “reasoned,” or caculated utilizing a
legitimate method. 1d. As such, sentences
based on miscal culations of the Guidelinesare
considered unreasonabl e because* the manner
in which [they were] determined was
unreasonable.” 1d. Even if a sentence is
calculated properly, i.e. the Guidelines were
properly applied and the district court clearly
consideredthe 8 3553(a) factorsand explained
its reasoning, a sentence can yet be
unreasonable. Id. In this case, there is no
alegation that the method by which the
sentence was arrived at was improper.
Rather, the government simply argues that a
sentence of six days imprisonment was
unreasonably short given the gravity of the
crimes and the proper understanding of the
application of the § 3553(a) factors in this
case.

In Kristl, we held that a sentence within the
advisory guidelines range is presumptively
reasonable 1d. In this case, we must address
whether a sentence that is extremely light
when compared to the applicable advisory
guidelines range was reasonable. Thisisan
issue of first impresson for this court; we
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have neither explained what causes a sentence
below the recommended guidelines range
sentence to be unreasonable, nor how such
decisions are treated on appeal ™2

FEN3. We have twice considered
whether a below guideline range
sentence is unreasonably high.  See
United Sates v. Chavez-Diaz, 444
F.3d 1223 (10th Cir.2006) (31 month
sentence reasonable when the
guidelinerange was 41 to 51 months);
United Sates v. Terrell, 445 F.3d
1261, 1265 (10th Cir.2006) (63 month
sentence not unreasonably high when
the guidelines range was 92-115
months).

B

[5] Given Booker's confusing nature and
seemingly internally inconsistent holdings, as
well as the voluminous amount of case law it
has created, it is easy to lose sight of the
source of the Supreme Court's decision: The
right to a jury trial enshrined in the Sixth
Amendment. The right to ajury trial isnot
only the right to *592 have a set of
fact-finders consider the individual factors at
issuein one's case, but also theright tohavea
democratic cross-section of society sit in
judgment. Compare Booker,543U.S. at 244,
125 S.Ct. 738 (“[T]he interest in fairness and
reliability protected by theright to ajury tria
[is] a common-law right that defendants
enjoyed for centuries and ... is now enshrined
in the Sixth Amendment.”); with Blakely v.
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Washington, 542 U.S. 296, 305-06, 124 S.Ct.
2531, 159 L.Ed.2d 403 (2004) (“Our
commitment [is] to ... the need to give
intelligible content to the right of jury trial.

That rightisno mereprocedural formality, but
a fundamental reservation of powe in our
congtitutional structure.  Just as suffrage
ensures the people's ultimate control in the
legidativeand executivebranches, jurytrial is
meant to ensure their control in the
judiciary.”); see also William Stuntz, The
Palitical Constitution of Criminal Justice, 119
Harv. L.Rev. 780, 820 (2006) (“ Of course, the
Sixth  Amendment right to a jury tria
embodies majoritarianism, by (apparently)
guaranteeing local democratic control over the
allocation of criminal punishment.”).

Many commentators have noted a strong
internal contradiction in the Booker decision.

See, eg., M.K.B. Darmer, The Federal
Sentencing  Guidelines After Blakely and
Booker: ~ The Limits of Congressional
Tolerance and a Greater Rolefor Juries, 56
S.C. L.Rev. 533, 564 (2006) (“While Booker
A was a natural outgrowth of the Court's
recent jurisprudence, Booker B produced a
jarring result in attempting to salvage as many
current features of the Guidelines as possible
while effecting an end-run around the Sixth
Amendment requirements Booker A
recognized.”); Frank O. Bowman III,
Punishment and Crime: Beyond Band-Aids
A Proposal for Reconfiguring Federal
Sentencing After Booker, 2005 U. Chi. Legal
F. 149, 182 (The “mystery about the Booker
remedial opinion is how it can possibly be
squared with either the announced black-letter
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rule or the underlying theory of the Blakely
opinion it purports to apply.”);  Douglas
Bloom, United Sates v. Booker and United
Sates v. Fanfan: The Tireless March of
Apprendi and the Intracourt Battle To Save
Sentencing Reform, 40 Harv. CR.-C.L. L.Rev.
539, 556 (2005) (Booker's “split majority
finds itself caught in the paradox it brought
upon itself”).

Part | of Booker, written by Justice Stevenson
behalf of fivejustices, invalidated thejudicial
fact-finding that underpinned the Sentencing
Guidelines because the Sixth Amendment
requires facts to be proven beyond a
reasonable doubt to ajury. 543 U.S. at 226,
125 S.Ct. 738. Part I, written by Justice
Breyer on behalf of fivejustices-althoughonly
one who was in the mgjority for Part I-held
that the Sentencing Guidelines maintained
authority as an advisory source for sentencing
decisions. 1d. at 244, 125 S.Ct. 738 (“So
modified, the Federal Sentencing Act ...
makes the Guidelines effectively advisory. It
requires a sentencing court to consider
Guidelinesranges... but itpermitsthe court to
tailor the sentence in light of other statutory
concernsaswell.”) (citationsomitted). Thus,
a decison that struck down judicial
fact-finding resulted in asystem where judges
had more rather than less discretion. “The
most striking feature of the Booker decisionis
that theremedy bearsnological relationto the
constitutional violation.... Trial by jury hasno
greater role in sentencing than it did before
Booker.” Michael McConnell, The Booker
Mess, 83 Den. U.L.Rev. 665, 677 (2006).
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ViewingtheBooker decisionsthroughthelens
of the competing values underlying the Sixth
Amendment provides asearching explanation
for this seeming conflict.  Part | requires
individualized *593 judgment: Sentencing
must be done by either by a judge in the
exercise of her discretion or by a jury that
findsfactsto enhance asentence. Booker, 543
U.S. at 232-33, 125 S.Ct. 738. That is,
without the individual attention of a jury to
find facts, adefendant cannot constitutionally
be sentenced by ajudge without discretionto
consider all relevant factors under the
sentencing statutes. Part Il honors the
democratic spirit of the amendment by
refusing to use the Sixth Amendment to
nullify the entirety of Congress's purpose in
passing the 1984 Sentencing Act that judicial
discretion on sentencing should be limited by
the deci sons of apublicly accountable body,
the Sentencing Commission. Seeid. at 246
125 S.Ct. 738 (“ Theother approach, whichwe
now adopt, would ... make the guidelines
system advisory while maintaining a strong
connection between the sentenceimposed and
the offender's red conduct-a connection
important to the increased uniformity of
sentencing that Congress intended its
Guidelines system to achieve.”).

When a district court makes a sentencing
decison, it must interpret Congress's
intentions in passing sentencing laws. The
Sentencing Guidelines are an expression of
that intent, albeit now in an advisory manner:
It would be startling to discover that while
Congress had created an expert agency,
approved the agency's members, directed the
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agency to promulgate Guidelines, allowed
those Guidelines to go into effect, and
adjusted those Guidelines over a period of
fifteen years, tha the resulting Gudelines did
not well serve the underlying congressional
purposes[behind sentencing].

United Sates v. Wilson, 350 F.Supp.2d 910,
915 (D.Utah 2005). Booker Il holds that the
Sixth  Amendment does not require
invalidating theentirety of Congress'sintent to
use an insulated but ultimately pditically
responsive group to check judicial discretion.
Further, it clearly provides that, although the
Guidelines are listed as only one of the 8
3553(a) factors, they are not just one factor
among many. Instead, the Guidelinesare an
expression of popular political will about
sentencingthat isentitled to due consideration
when we determine reasonableness. “[T]he
Guidelines ‘represent at this point eighteen
years worth of careful consideration of the
proper sentence for federal offenses.” ”
Terrell, 445 F.3d at 1265 (quoting United
Sates v. Mykytiuk, 415 F.3d 606, 607 (7th
Cir.2005)). Because Booker represents a
bal ance between the competing values of the
Sixth  Amendment, an appellate court
reviewingasentencing dedsion must takeinto
account not only the individual factors that
determine reasonablenesslisted in § 3553(a),
but also should give particular advisory
weight to the judgments made by the political
process represented in the Guiddines.

This is why, in United Sates v. Kristl, 437
F.3d at 1054, we held that sentences within
the guidelines range are presumptively
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reasonable. Thisrulehasbeen adopted by the
Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth
Circuits; it is rejected by the Frst, Second,
Third, and Ninth Circuits. See United Sates
v. Green, 436 F.3d 449, 457 (4th Cir.2006);
United Sates v. Alonzo, 435 F.3d 551, 555
(5th Cir.2006); United Statesv. Williams, 436
F.3d 706, 708 (6th Cir.2006); Mykytiuk, 415
F.3d at 606 (adopting presumption in Seventh
Circuit); United Sates v. Lincoln, 413 F.3d
716 (8th Cir.2005); but see United Sates v.
Jimenez-Beltre, 440 F.3d 514 (1st Cir.2006)
(en banc); United Satesv. Crosby, 397 F.3d
103 (2d Cir.2005); United States v. Coqper,
437 F.3d 324 (3d Cir.2006); *594United
Sates v. Cantrell, 433 F.3d 1269 (Sth

Cir.2006).7

EN4. The Eleventh Circuit's
jurisprudence on whether sentences
inside the applicable guidelines range
are presumptively reasonable is less
than clear. Itsonly published opinion
on the matter, United Statesv. Talley,
431 F.3d 784 (11th Cir.2005), stated:
“Although either a defendant or the
government can appeal a sentence
within the Guidelines range and argue
that it is unreasonable, ordinarily we
would expect a sentence within the
Guidelines range to be reasonable.”
Id. at 787.

Our holding in Kristl that
within-the-guidelinessentencesareentitled to
a presumption of reasonableness, speaks to
how we should consider sentences outside the
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guidelinesrange. We reject the concept that
we, as judges, should determine
“reasonableness’ under § 3553(a) without
reference to the fact that the Guidelines
represent a critical advisory aspect of the §
3553(a) factors. “The continuing importance
of the Guidelines in fashioning reasonable
sentences... simply reflect that the Guidelines
are generaly an accurate application of the
factors listed in 8 3553(a).” Terrell, 445 F.3d
at 1265. Booker does not place origina
sentencing decisions entirdy inthe discretion
of tria judges; the Guidelines-as an
expression of the political will of
Congress-continueto assert advisory influence
onthosedecisions. Similarly, Booker should
not be interpreted to exempt appellate courts
from the influence of Congress's sentiments
about reasonableness i n sentencing.

C

[6] Cage received a sentence of six days
imprisonment.  Under the Guidelines, the
bottom of the applicable sentencing range
would have been 46 months This
discrepancy between the advisory guidelines
range and the actual sentence is both
extraordinary and unreasonable for crimes of
thislevel.

Several of our sister circuits have held that
“laln extraordinary departure ‘must be
supported by extraordinary circumstances.” ”
United States v. Kendall, 446 F.3d 782, 784
(8th Cir.2006) (quoting United Sates v.
Dalton, 404 F.3d 1029, 1033 (8th Cir.2005));
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see also United States v. Moreland, 437 F.3d
424, 432 (4th Cir.2006) (“However, when the
varianceisasubstantial one, ... we must more
carefully scrutinize the reasoning offered by
the district court in support of the sentence.
The farther the cout diverges from the
advisory guidelinerange, themore compelling
the reasons for the divergence must be.”);
United Satesv. Dean, 414 F.3d 725, 729 (7th
Cir.2005) (“However, the farther the judge's
sentence departs from the guidelines sentence
(in either direction-that of greater severity, or
that of greater lenity), themore compellingthe
justification based on factors in section
3553(a) that the judge must offer in order to
enable the court of appedls to assess the
reasonableness of the sentence imposed.”).

Because this case presents such an extreme
divergence from the best estimate of
Congresss conception of reasonableness
expressed in the Guidelines, it should be
considered reasonable only under dramatic
facts. Had the comparative difference been
smaller but still outside the guidelines range,
the district court's decision would not have
been presumptively reasonable but an
appropriatejustification would sufficefor this
court to determine that it is reasonable.

However, where as here, a district court
effectively ignores the advice of the
Guidelines that the crimes of conspiracy to
distribute methamphetamine and using a
telephoneto facilitate drug trafficking merit a
substantial term in prison, we should only
treat the actual sentence asbeing areasonable
application of § 3553(a) factorsif the facts of
the case are dramatic enough to justify *595
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such adivergencefrom the politically-derived
guideline range ™2

EN5. The same rules of appellate
review must apply to dstrict court
sentencing decisionsthat are above an
advisory guidelines range as to those
below an advisory guidelines range.

See Dean, 414 F.3d at 729. Early
evidence about appellate review of
sentencing decisions for
reasonableness creates concerns that
below guidelines-range sentences are
treated less deferentially by appellate
courts than above guidelines-range
sentences. According to the United
States Sentencing Commission, nearly
three times as many below
guidelines-range sentences have been
reversed for unreasonall enessas have
been affirmed as reasonable.  See
Final Report on the Impact of United
States v. Booker On Federal
Sentencing, United States Sentencing
Commission (March 2006) at 30. In
contrast, the same report states that
close to seven times as many above
guidelines-range sentences have been
found reasonable than have been
found unreasonable. |d. According to
a leading academic chronicler of
sentencing decisions, “it seems all
post-Booker within-guideline
sentences and nearly all
above-guidelines sentences are being
found reasonable, whereas many
below-guideline sentences are being

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



451 F.3d 585
451 F.3d 585
(Cite as: 451 F.3d 585)

reversed as unreasonable.” Professor
DouglasA. Berman, Sorting Through
the Circuit Circus, Sentencing Law
and Policy, at
http://sentencing.typepad.com/senten
cing-law-and-policy
/2006/04/tracking-reaso n.html (April
28, 2006).

There have been more downward than
upward variances since Booker, see
McConnell, The Booker Mess, 83
Den. U.L.Rev. at 675. Even so, itis
difficult to explain the magnitude of
the differencesin theratesof reversal.
Although this case reverses a below
guidelines-range sentence as
unreasonable, nothing in it should be
read as applying a higher standard to
below guidelines-range sentences.

When the district court issued its order
enforcing the application of the alternative
sentence, it clarified its reasons for imposing
asix day sentence under Booker. Thereasons
given were: (1) Cage has a son with medical
problems, the son'sfather wasjailed following
his participation in the criminal conspiracy of
which she was a part, and no one else could
take care of the child; (2) Cage did not play a
major role in the conspiracy and her
background, education, work history, family
responsibilities, and post-conviction behavior
indicated that she was unlikely to commit
further crimes;, (3) Cage does not have a
continuing drug problem and had no previous
criminal history; and (4) thetime spent in jail
was sufficient to impress upon her the
wrongfulness of her action.™®
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ENG6. Thedistrict court also said that it
was “influenced” by some completely
irrelevant commentary from an
Assistant United States Attorney.
During the origina sentencing
hearing, which took place before
Booker, the AUSA was asked whether
an alternative sentence proposed by
the court was legal. In response, the
AUSA stated, “Since Ms. Cage did
servesometimeinjail after her arrest,
the Court [c]ould aso sentence her to
timeserved, plusfiveyearssupervised
release, or however much supervised
release was appropriate.” This
testimony only spoke to what was
required and possible under the
sentencing statute; the court and the
AUSA were discussing what types of
alternative sentencescould apply if the
Sentencing Guidelines were struck
down. The statement has absolutely
nothing to do with what the
government thought was proper under
8§ 3553(a). Any judicial reliance on
this statement in determining a
sentence under § 3553(a) is
unreasonable.

It is beyond doubt that these factors are all
properly considered under 8 3553(a). See 18
U.S.C. § 3553(a)(1). (2(A). (A(C). The
problem with the sentencing decision,
however, is not in the considerdion of these
factors; it isin the weight the district court
placed on them. Cage's role in the criminal
conspiracy was not central, but neither was it
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negligible.  She repeatedly and knowingly
aided in its operations, took orders and
arranged for the delivery of
methamphetamine, transmitted messages
among members of the conspiracy, attempted
to arrangeforthefalseregistration of vehicles
for adrug courier and transferred cash among
members of the *596 conspiracy to aid its
objectives. Although Cage has managed to
avoid continuing drug use and did not have a
criminal history, neither of these factors are
particularly out of the ordinary.

Nor does her status as a single mother,
becausethefather of her childisinjail, justify
such an extreme variance.  We are not
insensitive to the problems of incarcerating a
single mother; doing so creates enormous
costs for an innocent child and for society at
large. However, we cannot find reasonable a
sentencing decision that would effectively
immunize single mothers from criminal
sanction aside from supervised release. Her
situation is, unfortunately, not very
uncommon.  The district court noted this
itself when it denied adownward departure on
the basisof her family tiesandresponsibilities
becauseit did not fall outside the heartland of
cases. Although thesefacts may justify some
discrepancy from the advisory guidelines
range, they simply are not dramaticenough to
warrant such an extreme downward variance.

As such, the district court's sentencing
decision was unreasonable.
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The district court had jurigdiction to impose
its alternative sentence of sx days
imprisonment on SabrinaCage and the United
States filed atimely appeal of this sentencing
decision. That decision, however, was
unreasonable. We REVERSE the district
court's sentencingdecisonand REM AND for
resentenci ng.

TYMKOVICH, J.,, concurring.

| concur inthe opinion, but write separatdy to
express my views about the district court's
jurisdiction to enforce an alternative sentence.

This is an odd case. The district court
imposed two sentences. aguidelines sentence
of 46 months, and an alternative sentence of
six days to be goplied only if the Supreme
Court found the Sentencing Guidelines
uncongtitutional in United Sates v. Booker,
543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160 L .Ed.2d 621
(2005), which was pending at the time of
sentencing. The Supreme Court did so, in
part, ruling that the mandatory application of
theguidelinesviolated the Sixth Amendment.

Although Cage had begun to serve her
46-month sentence, since it violated Booker
the district court vacated the sentence and
ordered enforcement of thesix-day alternative
sentence. Unfortunately, the alternative
sentence, like the original sentence, was aso
unlawful: it falled to account for the
reasonablenessfactorsset forthin 18 U.S.C. §

3553(a).

Therub hereis that Cage waived he right to
appeal her sentence pursuant toapleabargain.

And the government had nothing to appeal
either. The original sentence was withinthe
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then-applicable mandatory sentencing
guidelinesrange, and the alternative sentence
was wholly speculative at the time it was
pronounced. Ordinarily, either the
government or Cage should have appeal ed her
sentence within thirty days of the court's
sentencing in September 2004. Neither did.

Now we are faced with a jurisdictional
muddle: both the original and the alternative
sentence are unlawful under Booker. That
leaves us with the questions, when were the
sentences final and when could they be
appeaed?

This conundrum arises from the use of
aternative sentences. We first sanctioned
them in the era surrounding Mistretta when
the congtitutionality of the sentencing
guidelines were in doubt.  Courts would
announce two sentences, the alternative to be
enforced if the sentencing guidelines were
determined to be constitutiond . *597  See
United Statesv. Smith, 888 F.2d 720, 722 n. 2
(10th Cir.1989); United Satesv. Garcia, 893
F.2d 250, 252 n. 4 (10th Cir.1989); United
Sates v. Sokes, 986 F.2d 1431 1431, 1993
WL 53093 at *4 (10th Cir. Feb.23, 1993)
(unpublished); United Statesv. Soott, 16 F.3d
418, 1994 WL 35027 at *2 (10th Cir.Feb.7,
1994) (unpublished).

After a period of stability since Mistretta
recent years have taught us that uncertainty
may instead be the new norm in federal
sentencing law. Thus, prior to the Suprame
Court's decision in Booker, many sentencing
courts again announced alternative sentences.
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On appeal we relied on the alternative
sentences in our plain or harmless error
analysis. United States v. Gonzalez-Huerta,
403 F.3d 727 (10th Cir.2005) (en banc).

In times of uncertainty, alternative sentencing
appearstempting: if district courtsare ableto
predict futurelegal devel opments, theinterests
of judicial efficiency are arguably served by
announcingaternative sentencesand avoiding
the burdens of resentencing. Yet, we should
not encourage alternative sentencing for a
variety of reasons. First, the practice
fundamentally conflicts with the rule that a
court may enter only one final judgment.
Second, dternative sentences undermine
finality, by allowing the sentencing court to
peer into the future and retain power over a
defendant's fate based on developments at the
Supreme Court, the sentencing commission,
or perhaps even the Congress. Third, given
the unsettled nature of sentencing law in our
era, aternative sentencesfrustrate certainty for
both the government and the defendant: who
isto appeal what, and when are they to appeal
it? Finally, alterndive sentences can create
jurisdictional difficulties, as in this case,
becauseof the necessary legal fictionthat they
are “imposed” at the time of judgment even
though they may never take effect unless the
condition precedent is triggered.

Other courts have recognized these problems
and concluded that dternative sentences are
not worth the trouble, and are generally
unenforceable. For example, inarecent case,
United Sates v. Booker, 436 F.3d 238
(D.C.Cir.2006), the D.C. Circuit rightly held
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that “an ‘alternative sentence’ is not redly a
‘sentence’.... Once the court pronounces a
criminal  sentence-which constitutes a
‘judgment’ -the court has no lawful authority
to supplement that sentence with a second
one.” 1d. at 245. The court went on to hold
that a sentencing court, after a sentence has
been announced, has no authority to
pronounce a different alternative sentence. |
think this reasoning is correct.

Our precedents, however, sanction the use of
alternative sentences. We have used
alternative sentences to gude the analysis in
plain or harmless error as an indication of
whether the court might impose a different
sentence on remand. While these cases are
not directly on point, our Mistretta era cases
allowed district courts to enforce aternative
sentence long after the timeto appeal had run.
See United States v. Soott, 16 F.3d 418 1994
WL 35027at *2 (10th Cir. Feb.7, 1994)
(unpublished). Accordingly, our cases seem
to allow district courts to enforce alternative
sentences, and the government has not argued
that courtslack the authority to doso. Given
the Supreme Court's holding in Booker
however, Cage's sentence here has not been
subject to the proper application of the § 3553
factors. Remand is thus the correct result.
Nevertheless, the circumstances of this case
well illustrate why alternative sentences
should be eliminated.

C.A.10 (N.M.),2006.
U.S.v. Cage
451 F.3d 585
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UNITED STATES of America,
Plaintiff-Appellee,

V.

Delio Jesus CANDIA, also known as Big
Mike, Defendant-Appellant.
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Background: Defendant wasconvictedinthe
United States District Court for the Western
District of Louisiana, Richard T. Haik, Sr., J.,
of conspiracy to distribute cocaineand cocaine
base, and he appealed, challenging his
sentence.

Holdings: The Court of Appeds, Carl E.
Stewart, Circuit Judge, hdd that:

1(1) addressing an issue of first impression,
consecutive nature of a properly calculated
guidelines sentence is reviewed for
unreasonabl eness;

11(2) District Court had authority to order
defendant's sentence for conspiracy to
distribute cocaine and cocaine base to run
consecutively to his undischarged state
sentence for cocaine possession; and
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13(3) ordering that defendant's 280 month
federal sentence run consecutively to his
undischarged state sentence for cocaine
possession was not unreasonable.

Affirmed.
West Headnotes
[1] Criminal Law 110 1147

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110X X1V (N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
Under Booker, requiring sentence to be
reviewed for reasonabl eness, the consecutive
nature of a properly calculated guidelines
sentence is reviewed for unreasonableness.
U.S.S.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Genera
350HKk651 k. Operation and Effect of
Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
When a district court imposes a sentence
according to the applicable advisory
guidelines for imposition of a consecutive
sentence, and also imposes that sentence
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withinaproperly calcul ated sentencing range,
the sentence's consecutiveness enjoys a
rebuttable presumption of reasonableness.
U.SSG.81Bl.1etseq., 18U.S.CA.

[3] Criminal Law 110 €~1139

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review

110XXIV (L) Scope of Review in
Genera

110k1139 k. Additional Proofs and
Trial De Novo. Most Cited Cases
Court of Appeals reviews a district court's
interpretation of the Sentencing Guidelinesde
novo. U.S.S.G. §1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[4] Criminal Law 110 €~1158(1)

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review

110X XIV(O) Questions of Fact and

Findings
110k1158 In General
110k1158(1) k. In General. Most

Cited Cases
Court of Appeals accepts the district court's
findings of fact at sentencing unless they are
clearly eroneous.

[5] Criminal Law 110 €1147

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
A sentence is ultimately reviewed for
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unreasonabl eness.
[6] Criminal Law 110 €~1144.17

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review
110X X1V (M) Presumptions
110k1144 Facts or Proceedings Not
Shown by Record
110k1144.17 k. Judgment,
Sentence, and Punishment. Most Cited Cases

Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
A sentence imposed within a properly
calculated guidelines range is presumptively
reasonableand is accorded great deference on
review. U.S.S.G.81B1.1etseq., 18U.S.C.A.

[7] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
Although presumptively reasonable, sentence
imposed within a properly calculated
guidelines range is not reasonable per se; the
presumption can be rebutted. U.S.S.G. §
1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.
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[8] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
For a sentence imposed within a properly
calculated guidelinesrange, Court of Appeals
unreasonabl eness review under Booker infers
that the district court has considered all the
factors for a fair sentence set forth in the
Sentencing Guidelines. U.SS.G. § 1B1.1 et
seg., 18 U.S.CA.

[9] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
&=547

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI1I Sentence on Conviction of
Different Charges
350HI11(B) Consecutive or Cumulative
Sentences
350HI11(B)1 In General
350Hk547 k. Right to Have
Sentences Run Concurrently. Most Cited
Cases
The Constitution does not afford a defendant
the right to have his state and federal
sentencesrun concurrently.

[10] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€545

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI1I Sentence on Conviction of
Different Charges
350HI11(B) Consecutive or Cumulative
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Sentences
350HI11(B)1 In General
350HK545 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
Sentences for different offenses can be
ordered to run consecutively, even if they are
imposed upon asingetrial.

[11] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€635

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI1I Sentence on Conviction of
Different Charges
350HI11(C) Accommodation to Prior or
Subsequent Sentence
350Hk632 Sentence in Other
Jurisdiction
350Hk635 k. State and Federal
Sentences. Most Cited Cases
District court had authority to order
defendant's sentence for conspiracy to
distribute cocaine and cocaine base to run
consecutively to his undischarged state
sentence for cocaine possession; advisory
guideline applicable to the offense permitted
consecutive sentences, as did the federal
statute governing imposition of concurrent or
consecutive sentences. 18 U.S.C.A. §
3584(a); U.S.S.G. § 5G1.3(c), 18 U.S.C.A.

[12] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€&=56

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in
Genera
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350HK56 k. Sentence or Disposition
of Co-Participant or Codefendant. Most Cited
Cases
Defendant's 280 month sentence for
conspiracy to distribute cocaine and cocaine
base, was not unreasonable as contrary to the
district court's stated intent to sentence
defendant within samerange of imprisonment
as codefendants; athough sentences of two
codefendants of 293 and 324 months
imprisonment were later reduced to 160
monthsbecauseof their substantial assistance,
court's statement only indicated that it found
codefendants’ original sentences reasonable
and that it wanted to impose a sentence in
general range of their original sentences. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[13] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€635

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI11 Sentence on Conviction of
Different Charges
350HI111(C) Accommodation to Prior or
Subsequent Sentence
350Hk632 Sentence in Other
Jurisdiction
350Hk635 k. State and Federal
Sentences. Most Cited Cases
Ordering that defendant's 280 month federal
sentence for conspiracy to distribute cocaine
and cocaine base run consecutively to his
undischarged state sentence for cocaine
possession was not unreasonable; athough
defendant claimed that the state offense
conduct was a minor, uncharged part of the
charged conspiracy, theconspiracy occurred a
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year and a half before the conduct underlying
the state conviction. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3584(a);
U.S.S.G. §5G1.3, 18U.S.CA.

[14] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€635

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI1l Sentence on Conviction of
Different Charges
350HI111(C) Accommaodation to Prior or
Subsequent Sentence
350Hk632 Sentence in Other
Jurisdiction
350Hk635 k. State and Federal
Sentences. Most Cited Cases
Defendant sentenced for oonspiracy to
distribute cocaine under advisory guidelines
had no right to have his sentence run currently
to hisundischarged state sentencefor cocaine
possession, even if the applicable guidelines
provison required the sentence to run
concurrently. U.S.S.G. §5G1.3, 18 U.S.C.A.

[15] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
Booker'sreasonabl enessinquiry for reviewing
a guidelines sentence complements, but does
not abrogate, the Court of Appeals' pre-Booker
use of the abuse of discretion standard for
reviewing imposition of a consecutive
sentence under the guideline governing
consecutive sentencing. U.S.S.G. 8§ 5G1.3(c),
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18U.S.CA.

[16] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€~635

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HI11 Sentence on Conviction of
Different Charges

350HI11(C) Accommodation to Prior or
Subsequent Sentence

350Hk632 Sentence in Other
Jurisdiction
350Hk635 k. State and Federd

Sentences. Most Cited Cases
Ordering defendant's federal sentence for
conspiracy to distribute cocaine and cocaine
base to run consecutively to his undischarged
state sentence for cocaine possession was not
abuse of discretion under Sentencing
Guideline governing consecutive; district
court considered statutory sentencing fectors,
properly interpreted and applied the
guidelines, and exercised its discretion to
sentence defendant within the applicable
guidelines range and according to the
guidelines provisions for consecutive
sentencing. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553; U.S.S.G. §
5G1.3(c), 18 U.S.CA.

*470 Camille Ann _Domingue, Asst. U.S.
Atty., Lafayette LA, for U.S.

Christopher Albert Aberle, Mandeville, LA,
for Candia.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Western District of Louisiana.
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Before HIGGINBOTHAM, DAVIS and
STEWART, Circuit Judges.

CARL E. STEWART, Circuit Judge:

Delio Jesus Candia pled guilty to conspiracy
to distribute cocaine and cocaine base, in
violation of 21 U.SC. § 846, and was
sentenced within an applicable sentencing
range properly calculated under the advisory
U.S. Sentencing Guidelines *471 Manual
(“U.S.S.G.,” “federal guidelines,” or
“guidelines’) (2006). Candia appeals this
post-Booker ™ advisory guidelinessentenceas
unreasonable and as an abuse of discretion
because it was imposed consecutively to an
undischarged state sentence.

FN1. United Sates v. Booker, 543
U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160 L .Ed.2d

621 (2005).

[1][2] This appeal presents a question of first
impression: When the district court imposes
a sentence within a properly calculated
advisory guidelinesrange, whatisthestandard
applied to review its orde that the sentence
run consecutively to an undischarged state
sentence? We hold that, under Booker, the
consecutive nature of a properly calculated
guidelines sentence is reviewed for
unreasonableness. Wefurther hold that when
adistrict court imposes a sentence according
to the applicable advisory guidelines for
imposition of aconsecutive sentence, and also
imposes that sentence within a properly
calculated sentencing range, the sentence's
consecutiveness enjoys a rebuttable
presumption of reasonableness.
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The record reveds that the district court
properly interpreted and applied advisory
federal sentencing guidelines in its
determination to run Candias sentence
consecutive to his state sentence aswell asin
its calculation of the applicable advisory
sentencing range. Both the term of
imprisonment and its consecutiveness were
imposed within the applicable sentencing
provisions. Candia does not cite any
statutory or jurisprudential support for his
argument that this sentence is unreasonable
and does not challenge the district court's
calculation of the applicableguidelinesrange.
Accordingly, we affirm this consecutive
sentence as not unreasonable.

I. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL
BACKGROUND

In November 2003, Candia pled guilty to
conspiracy to distribute cocaine, in violation
of 21 U.S.C. 8§ 846, thefirst count of hiseight
count indictment.  The factual basis for
Candias plea stated that between January 1,
1988, and November 14, 2000, Candia
conspired with Kenneth Leday and others to
possess and distribute cocaine and cocaine
base, and that Candia had possessed and
distributed over ten kilograms of cocaine.
The record refleds that Candias was a
voluntary plea and that the district court
advised Candia that he could be sentenced
anywhere within the statutory range of
imprisonment-ten years to life. The district
court ordered a presentence investigation
report (“PSR”").
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Applying the federal gudelines, the PSR
recommended a base offense level of 38 due
to information that Candia had distributed
more than 150 kilograms of cocaine.
According to the PSR, Kenneth Leday stated
that Candia began selling cocaine powder to
Leday in late 1995. Leday indicated that he
and Candiajointlytrafficked cocaineand that,
during the twenty-twomonth period endingin
November 1997, Candia had supplied Leday
with no less than ten kilograms per month.
The PSR also indicated that Brian Lemelle,
one of Leday's contacts in Atlanta, Georgia,
estimated that of about one hundred fifty
kilogramsof powder cocainehereceived from
Candiaand Leday, all but twenty-fiveto thirty
kilograms belonged to Candia.

The PSR also recommended a two point
reduction for acceptance of responsibility and
atotal offenselevel of 36. The PSRindicated
that in January 2003 Candiahad pled guiltyto
aTexas state possession of cocaine chargefor
offense conduct that occurred in May 2002.

This conviction resulted in an eight year stae
sentenceof imprisonment. The PSR reflected
a total *472 of four criminal history points
comprised of three points for this state
conviction and one point for a January 2003
state conviction for evading arrest on New
Year's Eve in 1999-thus resulting in a
Category Il crimina history. The PSR's
recommended sentencing range of 235to 293
monthsimprisonment istherange provided in
the sentencing table, U.S.S.G. Chapter Five,
Part A., for a Category |11 criminal history at
offense level 36.
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Candiaobjected, inter dia, tothe quantities of
drugs attributed to him in the PSR, and the
sentencing hearing took place in February
2005. Inresponseto Candia's objections, the
Government adduced evidence that included
the following: Kenneh Leday testified that
Candia had supplied him with 10 to 20
kilograms of cocaine per month over the
course of two vyears, for a tota of
approximately 168 kilograms. Leday and
other co-conspirators distributed the cocaine
purchased from Candia in Lake Charles,
L afayette, and Baton Rouge, Louisiana, andin
Atlanta, Georgia. Leday introduced Candia
to Brian and Robert Lemelle, Leday's contacts
in Atlanta, and Candia began to sell cocaine
directly to them.

In light of Booker, the district court declined
to address the individual objections to the
PSR. Instead, the district court stated that it
had considered al 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)
sentencing factors. The district court orally
applied most of thefactors, noting the absence
of aggravating or mitigating factors that
warranted a sentence outside the sentencing
range applicable under the guidelines. The
district court found the fectual statementsin
the PSR to be “in harmony with the evidence
presented,” adopted thosefactual findings, and
concluded that the sentencing range applicable
under the advisory federal guidelines was
between 235 and 293 months of
imprisonment.

Candiarequested aconcurrent sentence. The
Government did not oppose his request.
Nevertheless, the district court sentenced
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Candiato serve 280 months imprisonment, to
run consecutively to the undi scharged 8 year
Texas sentence, followed by a five year term
of supervised release. Candia appeals this
sentence and its consecutive nature as
unreasonable.

[l. STANDARDS OF REVIEW

A. Genera Standard of Review

[3][4] Even after Booker, wereview adistrict
court's interpretation of the Guidelines, de
novo. United Statesv. Duhon, 440 F.3d 711,
714 (5th Cir.2006) (citing United Sates v.
Smith, 440 F.3d 704, 705 (5th Cir.2006)).
This court acceptsthe distri ct court's fi ndings
of fact unless they are clearly eroneous. |d.
(citing United Statesv. Creech, 408 F.3d 264,
270 n. 2 (5th Cir.2005)).

[5] A sentence is ultimately reviewed for
“unreasonableness.” Smith, 440 F.3d at 705;
Duhon 440 F.3d at 714. The factors
enumerated in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), a statute
left undisturbed by Booker, “guide appellae
courts, asthey haveinthepast, in determining
whether asentenceisunreasonable.” Booker

543 U.S. at 261, 125 S.Ct. 738.

B. Specific Standard of Review

Prior to Booker, we reviewed for abuse of
discretion the district courts' decisions about
the 8 5G1.3(c) imposition of consecutive or
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concurrent sentences.  United States v.
Richardson, 87 F.3d 706, 709 (5th Cir.1996)
(citing United Statesv. Brown, 920F.2d 1212
1216-17 (5th Cir.1991)); United States v.
Lynch, 378 F.3d 445, 447 (5th Cir.2004)
(citing United Statesv. Rangel, 319 F.3d 710,
714 (5th Cir.2003)). Under Booker, it isthe
sentence itself, including its consecutive
nature, that is ultimately*473 reviewed for
reasonableness. See Smith, 440 F.3d at 705;
Duhon, 440 F.3d at 714.

[6][7][8] A sentence imposed within a
properly calculated guidelines range is
presumptively reasonable and is accorded
great deference on review. United Sates v.
Alonzo, 435 F.3d 551, 554 (5th Cir.2006).

Thiscourt will rarely say that such sentenceis
unreasonable. 1d. Nevertheless, although
presumptively reasonable, the sentenceis not
“reasonableper se.” 1d. The presumption can
be rebutted. Seeid. (observing tha thereis
no practical difference between imposing
upon a defendant “the burden [to] rebut[ | a
presumption of reasonableness afforded a
properly calculated Guideline range sentence
and the burden [to] overcom[e] the great
deference afforded such a sentence,” and
concluding that a guidelines sertence is
reasonable per se would ignore the
requirement that the district court must
consider all the 8§ 3553(a) sentencing factors).
Additionally, for a sentence imposed within
a properly calculated guidelines range, our
Booker unreasonableness review infers that
the district court “has considered all the
factors for a fair sentence set forth in the
Guidelines.” United Sates v. Johnson, 445
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F.3d 793, 798 (5th Cir.2006) (citing United
Sates v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 519 (5th
Cir.2005), cert. denied, Mares v. United
Sates, --- U.S. ----, 126 S.Ct. 43, 163 L .Ed.2d

76 (2005)).

The reasonableness of the consecutive nature
of a sentence that was properly calculated
under advisory federal guidelinesis an issue
of first impression in this circuit. We hold
that a rebuttable presumption of
reasonableness also applies to a consecutive
sentenceimposed within the parametersof the
advisory federal guidelines.  Although a
consecutive sentence that conforms to the
federal guidelines provisions is not
“reasonable per se” the sentence is
presumptively reasonable and is accorded
great deference. A consecutive or concurrent
sentence imposed contrary to the applicable
federal guidelines provision is akin to a
departure because it deviates from the
recommended punishment and enjoys neither
the presumption of reasonableness nor the
deference accorded a consecutive or
concurrent determination made pursuant tothe
guidelines.

[11. DISCUSSION

For thefirst time post-Booker, we are asked to
review a properly calculated guidelines
sentencethat wasimposed consecutively to an
undischarged state sentence. Candiadoesnot
challenge the district court's calcul ation of the
applicable sentencing range.  Instead, he
argues that the consecutive sentence he
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received is unreasonable for three reasons.

First, he asserts that the sentence is
unreasonable because it is contray to the
district court's stated intent to sentence him
within the same range of imprisonment as
others who were sentenced for the offense
conduct alleged in hisindictment. Second,
Candiaarguesthat hisfederal sentenceshould
have been imposed concurrently and that
imposition of a consecutive sentence was
unreasonable because, essentially if not
technicdly, the state offense conduct was a
minor, uncharged part of the instant
conspiracy. In his third argument, Candia
contends that the consecutive 280 month
sentenceof imprisonment isalso unreasonable
because, having been used to increase the
applicable range of sentence-thus enhancing
the sentenceimposed, thisminor state offense
conduct was partially considered in
determiningtheinstant sentenceand also gave
rise to *474 the eight year state sentence™=

ENZ2. The reasoning underlying this
argument is as follows:

(2) the Texas conviction increased his
criminal history category from | tolll;
(2) a offense level 36, thisincreased
the applicable sentencing range from
the Category | range of 188-235
months to the Category Il range of
235-293 months;

(3) theimposed 280 sentenceisa most
eight years more than the bottom of
the Category | range, and almost four
years more than the top of the
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Category | range;

(4) therefore his Texas conviction
enhanced his federal sentence by
severa years, and

(5) this enhancement means that
running the federal sentence
consecutively to the eight yea state
sentence requires that Candia remain
in federal prison for twelve to sixteen
years longer for conduct that had
already been considered in
determining the 280 month term of
imprisonment.

Candia also argues that the district court
abused its discretion when it relied on
misinformation as the basis for its
determination that this sentenceis reasonable
based on sentences of Candia's co-defendants
and is within the range of those sentences.

According to Candia, this sentence was an
abuse of discretion “in light of the sheer
severity of the resulting combined sentences
and the increased disparity between [hig]
sentence and the sentences of [his
co-defendantsand othersconvicted for offense
conduct charged in hisindictment].”

The Government counters, arguing that the
district courtimposed asentencethat iswithin
the advisory federal guidelines range and
therefore the sentence is presumptively
reasonable. It pointsout that Candia has not
challenged therange of sentencecomputation.

The Government further argues that the
sentences of two of Candia's co-conspirators
were reduced pursuant to Federal Rule of
Criminal Procedure 35 duetotheir substantial
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cooperation with the Government.  The
Government contends that Candia should not
receive the same benefit the co-conspirators
received. Finaly, the Government argues
that, contrary to Candia's assertion, his Texas
conviction (1) is unrelated to the instant
conspiracy, having occurred two years after
the instant indictment, and (2) was not
considered asrelevant conduct in determining
hisoffenselevel and thereforedid not enhance
his sentence.

We have determined that unreasonablenessis
the standard of review applicable to a
consecutive sentence imposed both within a
properly calculated sentencing range and
pursuant to the applicable guidelines for
imposition of a consecutive sentence.
Calculated in its entirety under properly
interpreted and applied guidelines provisions,
such sentence is presumptively reasonable.
Here, the district court imposed such a
sentence. Accordingly, the presumption of
reasonableness, along with great deference
and an inference that the district court
considered the appropriatesentencing fectors,
areall applicablein our reasonablenessreview
of this consecutive sentence.

A. Authority to Impose a Consecutive
Sentence

[9][10][11] The Constitution does not afford
a defendant the right to have his state and
federal sentences run concurrently. United
Sates v. Dovalina, 711 F.2d 737, 739 (5th
Cir.1983). “Sentences for different offenses
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can be ordered to run consecutively, even if
they are imposed upon a single tria.” 1d.
Pursuant to the guidelines provision
applicable to Candias conviction, “the
sentence for the instant offense may be
imposed to run concurrently, partialy
concurrently, or consecutively to the prior
undischarged term of imprisonment*475 to
achieve a reasonable punishment for the
instant offense.” U.S.S.G. 8§ 5G1.3(c) (1995).

Smilarly, 18 U.SC. § 3584(a)-a statute
undisturbed by Booker-providesthat Candia's
federal term of imprisonment may run
concurrently or consecutively to his
undischarged Texas term of imprisonment.
Thus, under the applicable advisory guideline
and by statute, the district court was allowed
to impose this sentence consecutively to
Candids state sentence.  Moreover, if the
district court had said nothing about the
consecutiveness or concurrence of this
sentence, the statutory presumptionisthat this
sentence would run consecutively. 18 U.S.C.
8§ 3584(a) (“Multiple terms of imprisonment
imposed at different times run consecutivdy
unless the court orders that the teems are to
run concurrently.”).

B. The Unreasonableness Inquiry

1. The 18 U.SC. § 3553 Sentencing Factars

[12] Candia chalenges his 280 month
sentence as unreasonable arguing that it is
contrary to the district court's stated intent to
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sentence him within the same range of
imprisonment as others who were sentenced
for the offense conduct alleged in his
indictment. He relies on a statement that the
district court made at the sentencing hearing:
The Court is taking into consideration all of
the factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553, and
finds that this sentence is a ressonable
sentence based on the sentence of al the other
co-defendants especially Thomas Jermaine
Beverly who received 262 months. Also
Kenneth Leday who received 293 months.

Mr. Semien who received 324 months. |
think this adequately fitsinto that range.

Candia points out that his two co-defendants
were initialy sentenced to 293 and 324
months imprisonment, but later each sentence
was reduced to 160 months. He asserts that
thethird co-defendant's 262 month sentenceis
the only one that, like Candias, Iis
“considerably longer” than the other
sentences, yet even that sentencewasimposed
concurrently and thereforeis less severe than
his. Candia asserts that the actual sentences
imposed upon his co-defendants were more
than 100 months|essthan his sentence and/or
were ordered to run concurrently rather than
consecutively.  According to Candia, his
consecutive sentence is more severe than his
co-conspirators sentences and is therefore
unreasonable, “particularly in light of the
stated reasons for imposing sentence.”

Candiasinglesout one of the § 3553(a) factors
the district court considered as the basis for
hisassertion of unreasonabl eness, arguing that
this sentence evidences an unwarranted
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disparity and is therefore unreasonable
because the district court intended that
Candia's sentence conformto those of some of
his co-defendants and/or co-conspirators.

Our unreasonablenessreview isguided by the
§ 3553(a) sentencing factors, not by the
district court's statement about one such
factor ™ Accordingly, *476 we review this
presumptively reasonable consecutive
sentence in light of the totality of sentencing
factors rather than in light of a single factor.

EN3. Factors considered in imposing
sentence include:

(2) the nature and circumstancesof the
offense and the history and
characteristics of the defendant;

(2) the need for the sentence imposed-
(A) to reflect the seriousness of the
offense, to promote respect for the
law, and to provide just punishment
for the offense;

(B) to afford adequate deterrence to
criminal conduct;

(C) to protect the public from further
crimes of the defendant;

(D) to provide the defendant with
needed educational or vocationa
training, medical care, or other
correctional treatment in the maost
effective manner;

(3) the kinds of sentences available;
(4) the kinds of sentences and
sentencing range .... [set forth in the
applicable guiddines];

(5) any policy statement ... issued by
the Sentencing Commission ....;
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(6) the need to avoid unwarranted
sentencedispariti esamong defendants
with similar records who have been
found guilty of similar conduct; and

(7) the need to provide restitution to
any victims of the offense.

See 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a) (2004 &
Supp. 111).

At the sentencing hearing, the district court
stated that it took into consideration all of the
factors set forth in 8 3553 and that it found
this sentence reasonable “based on the
sentence of all the other co-defendants.” The
district court also stated that it was imposing
asentence that adequately fit into the range of
the co-defendants’ sentences. The district
court's referenceto the co-defendants termsof
imprisonment does not render Candids
sentence unreasonable. The 8§ 3553(a)
disparity factor involves consideration of “the
need to avoid disparity among
amilarly-situated defendants nationwide
rather than disparity with [Candia]'s
differently situated codefendant.” Duhon, 440
F.3d at 721. Congress intended that certain
disparities be caused by applicaion of the
federal guidelines, and “asentencing disparity
intended by Congressisnot unwarranted.” 1d.
at 720. Only unwarranted disparities are
among the § 3553(a) sentencing factors. 18
U.S.C. § 3553(a)(6).

Candia asserts that this sentence is
unreasonabl e because the sentencesmentioned
in the district court's statement were reduced
and because the district court was
misinformed about the length of their
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post-reduction sentences. Thereappearstobe
no dispute that the reductions in sentence
occurred as a result of substantial assistance
given by the co-defendants. This court has
“h[€e]ld that sentencing disparity produced by
substantial assistance departureswasintended
by Congress and is thus not a proper
sentencing consideration under section
3553(a)(6).” Duhon, 440 F.3d at 720.
Candiadoesnot argue, and therecord doesnot
show, that he is similarly situated to the two
co-defendantswhose sentences were reduced
pursuant to Rule 35 because of their
substantial assistance. Accordingly, it would
have been improper for the district court to
consider the co-defendants' reduced sentences
in making the instant sentencing
determination.

Thedistrict court stated that it would sentence
Candia within the ten year to life statutory
limits. It found that the PSR detailed the
reasons for applying ahigher guideline range
than the range for the amount of cocaine
stated in the guilty plea's factud basis, and it
found credible the sentencing hearing
testimony about Candiasinvolvement. The
district court concluded the hearing with the
following statement to Candia's counsel:

Y ou can object to all of it because Mr. Candia
was a major drug player in this congpiracy,
and | found that the credibility of those
witnesses who testified under oath-under
oath-I found them to be very credible. And |
found their stories to be consistent, and
consistent with the other information that was
provided by the probation officer. And |
think when you putall of that into perspective,

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



454 F.3d 468
454 F.3d 468
(Cite as: 454 F.3d 468)

the fact is Mr. Candia is a serious-was a
serious drug dealer and should be treated as
such.

*477 Thedistrict court imposed Candia's 280
month sentence of imprisonment
consecutively even though it noted that one
co-defendant's 262 month sentence of
imprisonment wasimposed concurrently. On
this record, the district court's statement of
intent to impose a sentence in the range of
Candias co-defendants does not suggest that
the district court wanted to impose a
concurrent sentence or a sentence less than
280 months if the co-defendants sentences
were later reduced. Instead, the statement
indicates that the district court found
reasonablethe origina sentences of Candias
co-defendants and wanted to impose a
sentence in the general range of their origina
sentences.

Wergject Candia's disparity factor argument.

On this record, neither the district court's
statements nor Candia's argument about this
single factor is sufficient to rebut the
applicablepresumption of reasonablenessand
associated inference that the appropriate
factors were considered.

2. The Sate Offense Conduct Was Not An
Uncharged Part of the Instant Offense
Conduct and WasNot Fully Consideredin
Determining This Sentence

[13] Candia argues that his federal sentence
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should have been imposed concurrently and
that imposition of a consecutive sentence was
unreasonable because the state offense
conduct was a minor, uncharged part of the
instant conspiracy that both enhanced the
instant sentence (via increasing his criminal
history category), and gave rise to the eight
year state sentence.

As we have noted, § 3584 favors imposition
of aconsecutive sentence when the sentences
are imposed at different times. See
discussion supra Part 11I.LA. Candia was
convicted in January 2003 for his May 2002
state offense, and was serving the eight year
sentence of imprisonment for that conviction
when sentenced inthis casein February 2005.
The instant conspiracy to distribute cocaine
occurred between January 1988 and
November 2000-a year and a half before the
offense conduct underlying Candias stae
conviction for possession of cocaine.

Candiaconcedesthat the state of fense conduct
was not “technically” part of the federal
conspiracy.  Nevertheless, he asserts that
because, in effect, it was the same as the
instant offense conduct, this consecutive
federal sentenceisunreasonable. Candiaalso
asserts that the sentence is unreasonable
because the criminal history consideration of
hisstate convictionyielded an enhancement to
the federal sentence.  As with his other
arguments, Candia presents no statutory or
jurisprudential support indicatingthat, evenif
hisfactual assertions are true, those factslead
to the conclusion tha this consecutive
sentence is unreasonable.
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InUnited Satesv. |zaguirre-L osoya, 219 F.3d
437 (5th Cir.2000), the defendant argued that
his sentence shoud have run concurrent with
his undischarged qate sentence because that
sentence was considered in his crimina
history category. We rejected that argument
because “his criminal offense hidory is
separate from and does not afect his offense
level even if it does affect the range of
potential punishmert[,]” and becauseno other
offense level calculation was based on his
state offense. United States .
|zaguirre-Losoya, 219 F.3d 437, 439 (5th

Cir.2000).

[14] Thedistrict court had statutory authority
to impose this consecutive sentence under §
3584(a). Candia was sentenced under
advisory guidelines and had no right to a
concurrently imposed sentence even if the
applicable guidelines provision said the
sentence “shall run concurrently.”*478 The
mere fact that a sentence was imposed
contrary to 8 5G1.3 would not resolve the
guestion of reasonableness. In such a
scenario, our Booker unreasonablenessinquiry
would be the same, except that the
consecutiveness of the sentence would not be
presumptively reasonable.

C. A Discretionary Decision

[15] When Booker made the U.S.S.G.
advisory rather than mandatory, the
discretionary natureof the 8 5G1.3(c) decision
did not change: after Booker, thedistrict court
still has discretion to impose a reasonable
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sentence, consecutively or concurrently, by
virtueof U.S.S.G. §5G1.3(c)and 18U.S.C. §
3584(a). Moreover, this advisory guideline
specifically requires that the district court
exerciseitsdiscretion“to achieveareasonable
punishment.” U.S.S.G. § 5G1.3(c). This
language suggests that a distric court acts
within its 8 5G1.3(c) discretion only when it
imposes a reasonable sentence. Our
pre-Booker review of sentences imposed
pursuant to 5G1.3 dovetails with our Booker
reasonableness review, as both turn upon
consideration of the 8 3553 sentencing factors.
See18U.S.C. § 3584 (requiring consideration
of the 8§ 3553(a) sentencing factors in
determining whether termsimposed areto run
consecutively or concurrently); United States
v. Richardson, 87 F.3d 706 (5th Cir.1996)
(discussing thedistrict court'sconsideration of
the 8 3553(a) factors, asrequired by 83584, in
itsabuse of discretion review of aconsecutive
sentence); United Statesv. Londono, 285 F.3d
348 (5th Cir.2002) (discussing the district
court's consideration of § 3553(a) factors and
of 8§ 5G1.3). Accordingly, we hold that
Booker'sreasonabl enessinquiry complements,
but does not abrogate, this court's pre-Booker
use of the abuse of discretion standard for
reviewing imposition of a 8§ 5G1.3(c)
consecutive sentence.

In United Sates v. Albarran-Moreno, 145
Fed.Appx. 28 (5th Cir.2005) (unpublished), a
panel of this court reviewed for plain error a
consecutive sentence imposed under
mandatory guidelines. TheAlbarran-Moreno
court observed that the sentence was imposed
“pursuant to adiscretionary statute, 18 U.S.C.
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§ 3584(a), and a guideline that was framed in
discretionary terms, U.S.S.G. §5G1.3(c),” and
found “no indication in the record from the
sentencing judge's remarks or otherwise, that
the court wished to impose a concurrent
sentence, either partially or completely.”
United Sates v. Albarran-Moreno, 145
Fed.Appx. 28, 29 (5th Cir.2005)
(unpublished) (citation and internal quotation
marks omitted).

[16] UnlikeAlbarran-Moreno, theinstant case
does not involve either mandatory guidelines
or plainerror review. Nevertheless, just asin
Albarran-Moreno, Candia was sentenced
pursuant to a discretionary statute, 18 U.S.C.
§ 3553, and a sentencing guideline framedin
discretionary terms, U.S.S.G. 85G1.3(c). The
district court's statements at the sentencing
hearing do not indicate that the district court
wanted to impose aconcurrent sentence. The
record reveals that the district court
considered the sentencing factors, properly
interpreted and applied the guidelines, and
exercised its discretion to sentence Candia
within the applicable guidelines range and
according to the guidelines provisions for
consecutive sentencing. Post-Booker, review
of a consecutive sentence is to determine
whether it is unreasonable. On the narrow
factsof thiscase, wefind that the presumption
of reasonableness has not been rebutted: the
district court properly exercised its§ 5G1.3(c)
discretion to impose a reasonable sentence.

*479 D. Summary

Page 15

Candiachallenges as unreasonabl e a sentence
that is within a properly calculated advisory
federal guidelinesrange. Thiscaseisthefirst
in this circuit to require that we review for
unreasonableness a post-Booker, properly
calculated federal guiddines sentence
imposed consecutively to an undischarged
state term of imprisonment. Where, as here,
the term of imprisonment and the
consecutiveness of that sentence were each
imposed by proper interpretation and
calculation of applicable guidelines
provisions, the consecutiveness of the
sentence enjoys a presumption of
reasonableness similar to that applied to a
within-guidelines term of imprisonment.

On the record before us, use of the state
conviction to increase Candias criminal
history category does not render this
consecutive sentence unreasonable; neither
does Candia's unsupported assertion that his
state sentence is “essentially, though not
technicaly” uncharged conduct that was part
of the instant conspiracy. Candiaprovidesno
support for his argumert that this is an
unreasonablesentence or for hisargument that
the consecutive nature of his sentence
exacerbates its unreasonableness.

The record reveals that the district court
exercised its discretion within the boundaries
set by 8§ 5G1.3(c), § 3553(a), and § 3584(a) to
impose a consecutive santence that is both
within a properly calculated federal guideline
range andinaccordwithU.S.S.G. § 5G1.3(c).
We hold that neither presumption of
reasonableness(i.e., neither reasonabl eness of

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



Westlaw:

968 F.2d 1193
968 F.2d 1193
(Citeas: 968 F.2d 1193)

this sentence, nor reasonableness of its
consecutive nature) has been rebutted.

IV.CONCLUSION

We review a post-Booker consecutive
sentence that is imposed within a propely
calculated U.S.S.G. sentencing range for
reasonableness.  Because this consecutive
guidelines sentence is also in concert with
U.S.S.G. §5G1.3(c), § 3584, and § 3553, both
the sentence and its consecutive nature are
presumptively reasonable Candia's
unsupported argument and assertions do not
rebut thispresumption. Accordingly, wehold
that Candia's sentenceisnot unreasonabl e and
AFFIRM the sentence imposed by the district
court.
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Defendant was convicted in the United States
District Court for the Northern District of
Georgia, No. CR88-560A, G. Ernest Tidwell,
J.,, of possession with intent to distribute
cocaine and aiding and abetting with intert to
distribute cocaine, and he appedled. The
Court of Appedls, 913 F.2d 897, affirmed in
part, reversed in part and remanded for
resentencing. On remand, the District Court
remposed the sentence of 28 months
imprisonment under adifferent provision, and
the government appealed.  The Court of
Appeals held that: (1) reasons cited on
remand did not justify downward departure
under provision authorizing downward
departure for circumstances not adequately
taken into consideration by sentencing
commissioninformulating guidelines, and (2)
insufficient disparity in the sentences of
codefendants was an improper ground for
departure.

Remanded.
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West Headnotes

[1] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€806

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV (F) Departures

350HIV(F)1 In General
350Hk803 Grounds for Departure

350HKk806 k. Atypicd or

Unusual Casein Genera. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1263)

A depature from the sentencing range
prescribed by the applicableguidelinesmaybe
appropriate if the conduct in question falls
outside the “heartland” of typical conduct
described by each of the guiddines, even if
the circumstances presented by the case vary
only in degree from that embodied from the
guideline. U.S.S.G. Ch. 1, Pt. A, intro., 4(b);
§5K2.0, p.s., 18 U.S.C.A.App.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=041

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350HI1V(H)1 In General
350HKk937 Pleadings and Motions
350Hk941 k. Necessity of
Motion by Government. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1306)
Narcoticsdefendant's substantial assistanceto
the government by testifying in codefendant’s
trial, his exposure of himself to “meaningful
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degree of danger” by that testimony, and his
provision of a benefit to the government and
society by offering testimony tha assisted in
codefendant's conviction, were grounds for
departure adequately comprehended by
provision authorizing downward departurefor
substantial assistance, and thus could not be
used for downward departure absent amotion
for downward departure by the government.
U.S.S.G. 88 5K1.1, p.s, 5K1.1(a)(3, 4), p-s,,
18 U.S.C.A.App.

[3] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€654

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk654 k. Effect on Judicial
Discretion. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1230)

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €750

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HI1V (C) Adjustments
350HIV(C)1 In Genera
350Hk750 k. In General. Most

Cited Cases

(Formerly 110k1250)
Sentencing court is not free to ignore
requirement for particular adjustment under
the guidelinesand may not simply circumvent
sentencing commission's directive by
departing under a separate guideline for the
same mitigating ciracumstance. U.S.S.G. 88
5K1.1, p.s, 5K2.0, p.s,, 18 U.S.C.A.App.
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[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€861

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350Hk859 Offender-Related
Factors
350Hk861 k. Remorse,
Cooperation, Assistance. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1298)
Defendant's testimony in codefendant's trial
was not an attempt to make amends for his
crime which could warrant a downward
departure from guideline sentencing range;
defendant had denied all responsibility for the
offense and had shown willingness to lie
about his own role when testifying about
codefendant's involvement, which was
consistent with an attempt to qualify for
downward departurefor assistancerather than
adesireto atone for hisoffense. U.S.S.G. 8§
5K1.1, p.s, 5K2.0, p.s., 18 U.S.C.A.App.

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€909

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V(G) Dual or Duplicative Use
350HK903 Particular Cases and
Problems
350HK909 k. Departures. M ost
Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1240(3))
Supposed lesser danger that narcotics
defendant posed to society than his
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codefendant was a factor addressed by the
Sentencing Guidelines and could not be used
to justify downward departure from
Sentencing Guidelines range, particularly
sincedefendant had dready been placed inthe
lowest criminal history category classification.
U.S.S.G. 84A1.3, p.s, 18 U.S.C.A.App.

[6] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€906

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V(G) Dual or Duplicative Use
350HKk903 Particular Cases and
Problems
350HK906 k. Adjustments. Most
Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1240(1))
Greater relative danger posed to society by
codefendant than by narcotics defendart did
not justify downward departurein defendant's
sentence; codefendant had already received
upward departure in his sntence for his
organizational role in the offense, and
defendant wasawarded downward adjustment
inlight of “minor” roleinthecrime. U.S.S.G.
§§ 3B1.1, 3B1.2, 18 U.S.C.A.App.

[7] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€909

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V(G) Dual or Duplicative Use
350HK903 Particular Cases and
Problems
350HKk909 k. Departures. Most
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Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1240(3))

Fact that guidelineswere structured to account
for relative culpability in difference in prior
records of defendants demonstrated that
sentencing commission fully anticipated
sentencing disparity beween defendarts
involved in the same offense, and thus
downward adjustment of sentences for
difference in defendants' relative culpability
could not be justified as a circumstance not
adequately considered by the guidelines.
U.S.S.G. 8§5K2.0, p.s., 18 U.S.C.A.App.

[8] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€804

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV/(F) Departures

350HIV(F)1 In General
350Hk803 Grounds for Departure

350Hk804 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1263)
“Insufficient disparity” in the sentences of
codefendants was an improper ground for
departure from Sentencing Guidelines.
U.S.S.G. §5K2.0, p.s., 18 U.S.C.A.App.

*1194 Amy D. Levin, Asst. U.S. Atty.,
Atlanta, Ga,, for plaintiff-appellant.

Rise Weathersby, Federal Defender Program,
Atlanta, Ga., for defendant-appellee.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Northern District of Georgia.
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Before BIRCH, Circuit Judge, JOHNSON ==
and BOWNES ™=, Senior Circuit Judges.

FN* See Rule 34-2(b), Rules of the
U.S. Court of Appeas for the
Eleventh Circuit.

EN** Honorable Hugh H. Bownes,
Senior U.S. Circuit Judge for the First
Circuit, sitting by designation.

PER CURIAM:
This appea follows resentencing by the
district court after aremand by a panel of this
Court. SeeUnited Satesv. Chatas, 913 F.2d
897 (11th Cir.1990), cert. denied, 499 U.S.
950,111 S.Ct. 1421, 1131 .Ed.2d 473 (1991).
For the reasons that follow, we again vacate
Chotas sentenceand remand for resentencing.

|. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Appellee Anthony Chotaswasindicted onone
count of possession with intent to distribute
cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 846
(West Supp.1992), and one count of aiding
and abetting with intent to distribute cocaine,
inviolation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 841 (West 1981
& Supp.1992) and 18 U.SC.A. 8§ 2 (West
1969). On February 16, 1989, a jury
convicted Chotas on both counts. Following
his conviction but prior to sentencing, Chotas
testified for thegovernment inthe trial of his
former co-defendant, John Fickle.

At Chotas sentencing hearing, the court
determined the applicable offense level to be
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22, yielding a sentencing range of 41 to 51
monthsfor each count. The sentencing court
then made a downward departure pursuant to
U.SSG. 8 5K1.1, finding over the
government's objection that Chotas rendered
“substantial assistance” to the governmentin
its prosecution of Fickle. The court
sentenced Chotas to concurrent sentences of
28 months imprisonment, followed by five
years of supervised release.

Both Chotasand thegovernment appealed. A
panel of thisCourt affirmed the conviction but
remanded the case for resentencing after
finding that the district court had departed
downward under section 5K1.1 absent a
required government motion suggesting such
departure. See United Satesv. Chatas, 913
F.2d 897 (11th Cir.1990), cert. denied, 499
U.S. 950, 111 S.Ct. 1421, 113 L.Ed.2d 473

(1991).

The district court on remand reimposed the
sentence of 28 months imprisonment by
basing the downward departure on section
5K 2.0 rather than on section 5K1.1. The
sentencing court tendered the following
mitigating circumstances for its departure
pursuant to section 5K2.0: (1) Chotas was
substantially less responsible than Fickle for
their crimes of conviction; (2) Chotas posed
alesser danger to society than Fickle;* 1195
(3) Chotas provided testimony that was of
substantial assistancetothegovernmentinits
prosecution of Fickle; (4) absent adownward
departure, there would be an “insufficient
disparity” between Fickle's sentence of 78
months and Chotas sentence of 41 months;
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(5) Chotas testimony against Fickle
demonstrated Chotas' attempt to* rehabilitate
himself and make amends to society for his
criminal conduct”; (6) Chotasin offering his
testimony willfully exposed himself to a
meaningful degree of danger; (7) by
contributing to Fickle's conviction, Chotas
provided abenefit to both the government and
society.

The government again appeals the sentence,
charging that the district court's unguided
departureunder section 5K2.0“ merely reflects
an attempt to evade this[C]ourt'sruling onthe
government's appeal of the defendant's
original sentence.” The government argues
that the departure remains unjustified because
the “mitigating circumstances’ cited by the
district court are each contemplated by the
Sentencing Guidelines.

1. ANALY SIS

[1] A sentencing court may depart from the
sentencing range prescribed by the goplicable
guidelinesif the court determinesthat “ ‘there
exists an aggravating or mitigating
circumstance of a kind, or to a degree not
adequately taken into consideration by the
Sentencing Commission in formulating the
guidelines’ ” U.S.S.G. § 5K2.0 (quoting 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(b)). A departure may be
appropriate if the conduct in question falls
outside of the “heartland” of typical conduct
described by each of the guidelines. See
United States v. Ponder, 963 F.2d 1506,
1509-10 (11th Cir.1992); United Sates v.
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Williams, 948 F.2d 706, 709 & n. 3 (11th
Cir.1991). A sentencing court therefore
properly departs even if the circumstances
presented by the casevary only in degreefrom
that embodied by the guideline. Ponder, 963
F.2d at 1509; Williams, 948 F.2d at 709; see
also U.SS.G. Ch. 1, Pt. A 4(b).

This Court employs a three-step test to
determine whether a sentencing court's
departure from the guidelines was justified.
See United Sates v. Kramer, 943 F.2d 1543,
1548-49 (11th Cir.1991); United States v.
Weaver,920F.2d 1570, 1573 (11th Cir.1991).

First, this Court must make a de novo
determination of whether the guidelines
adequately consider the district court's cited
justification for the departure. See Weaver
920 F.2d at 1573. The second step requires
the appellate court to examine whether the
sentencing court clearly erredinitsassessment
of the factual support for the departure. 1d.
Finaly, if the departure has met the first two
requirements of the test, this Court must
ascertain whether the degree of the departure
was reasonable. Id.

[2] Of the seven considerations cited by the
district court to justify the downward
departure under section 5K 2.0, three directly
relateto Chotas assistance to the government
in its prosecution of Fickle: (1) that Chotas
provided substantial assistance to the
government by testifyingin Fickle'strid; (2)
that Chotas, by testifying, exposed himself to
a “meaningful degree of danger”; (3) that
Chotas provided a benefit to the government
and to society by offering testimony that
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assisted in the conviction of Fickle.

Section 5K 1.1 addresses each of these three
justifications. This section expresly
provides that the sentencing court may make
a downward departure for a defendant's
“substantial assistance in the investigation or
prosecution of another person who has
committed an offense” U.S.S.G. 8§ 5K1.1.

The sentencing court determines whether the
defendant's assistance was substantial by
assessing the “nature and extent of the
defendant's assistance.” USSG. §
5K1.1(a)(3). The court likewise considers
“any danger or risk of injury to thedefendant.”
U.SS.G. § 5K1.1(a)(4). Finally, the
sentencing court assesses the ultimate benefit
of the testimony to the government and to
society by weighing the “significance” and
“value” of the defendant's assistance.
U.S.S.G. 8§ 5K1.1(a)(1), application note 3,
and background commentary. We therefore
find these three *1196 grounds for the
departure are adequately comprehended by

[3] Chotas alternatively argues that the
sentencing court may still make a departure
under section 5K 2.0 for reasons contempl ated
by section 5K1.1 because his sentence
otherwisewill not reflect his assistance to the
government. Thisargument iswithout merit.

A sentencing court is not free to ignore a
requirement for a particular adjustment under
the guidelines: “[i]f the Commission did
adequately consider a certain aggravating or
mitigating circumstance, departure must bein
accordancewith the Commission'sdirective.”
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Chotas, 913 F.2d at 900. A fortiori, a
sentencing court may not simply circumvent
that directive by departing under a separate
guideline for the same mitigating
circumstance.™ Accord United Satesv. Agu,
949 F.2d 63, 65-66 (2d Cir.1991) cert. denied,
504 U.S. 942, 112 S.Ct. 2279, 119 L .Ed.2d
205 (1992). We conclude that the district
court improperly bypassed theprerequisitefor
a departure under section 5K1.1 for
substantial assistance to the government by
using the same mitigating circumstance to
depart under section 5K 2.0.

EN1. Chotas cites United Sates v.
Aimufua, 935 F.2d 1199 (1ith
Cir.1991), for the proposition that the
same underlying circumstance may
trigger two separate provisions of the
guidelines. Thedefendantin Aimufua
had committed bank fraud while on
bail for an offense to which he had
pled guilty. The sentencing court
properly declined to award atwo-level
reduction for acceptance of
responsibility because this subsequent
offense demonstrated that the
defendant had not terminated his
criminal conduct. See U.SS.G. §
3E1.1 application note 1 (termination
of crimina conduct relevant to
determination of acceptance of
responsibility). The court
additionally departed upward under 8
5K 2.0 in order to account for the bank
fraud defendant had committed. The
Aimufua Court affirmed. Aimufua
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935 F.2d at 1201.

The instant case is easily
distinguished. The Aimufua Court
found that the commentary to section
3E1.1 specificaly provides for
consideration of conduct that may
have triggered another guideline
section. Id. More importantly, the
sentencing court's applicaion of both
§3E1.1 and 8§ 5K 2.0 was motivated by
separatesentencing considerations, see
id., and thus employment of both
sections did not undermine the
requirementsor goalsof either section.

[4] Thedistri ct court's next basisfor departure
concerned Chotas purported attempt to
“rehabilitate himself and make amends to
society for his criminal conduct.”  This
Circuit hasrecentlydeclared thatrehabilitative
considerations are “irrelevant for purposes of
deciding whether or not to impose a prison
sentence and, if so, what prison sentence to
impose.” United States v. Mogel, 956 F.2d
1555, 1563 (11th Cir.1992).

Assuming arguendo that making amends to
society is a consideration separate from
rehabilitation and otherwise unaccounted for
in the guidelines™ there is simply no
indication that Chotaswas attempting to make
amends for his crime by testifying.  Instead,
the district court in its initia sentencing
hearing found that Chotas pesisted in
“refugling] to accept responghility” for his
crime, and that during Ficklestrial Chotashad
engaged in deceit regarding his own
knowledge of and involvemert in the offense.
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Inlight of hisdenial of all responsibility for

the offense and hiswillingnessto lie aout his
own role when testifying about Fickle's
involvement in the offense, we find that
Chotas' testimony was not motivated by a
desireto atone for his offense, but rather was
entirely consistent with an attempt to qualify
for a downward departure for assistance
pursuant to section 5K1.1.  The district
court's departure under section 5K2.0 for
reasons of rehabilitation and atonement was
therefore improper.

EN2. Insofar as Chotas attempt to
make amends encompasses a
demonstration of remorse, such
remorseis already reflected in section
3E1.1, which allows for a two-level
reduction in the offense level for
acceptance of responsibility.  See
United Satesv. Brewer,899 F.2d 503,
509 (6th Cir.), cert. denied, 498 U.S.
844, 111 S.Ct. 127, 112 L.Ed.2d 95
(1990); see also United Sates v.
Garlich, 951 F.2d 161, 163 (8th
Cir.1991) (departurebeyond two-level
reduction for acceptance of
responsibility only justified in
extraordinary circumstances).

[5] Y et another reason cited by the sentencing
court to justify itsdeparture was the supposed
lesser danger Chotas posed to society than his
co-defendant. We find that the guidelines
cumulatively address *1197 this factor by
requiring increases in offense levels for
aggravating circumstances related to a
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criminal’'s potential threat to society. See,
e.g., 88 2D1.1(b)(1) (possession of dangerous
weapon); 3A1.1 (praying upon vulnereble
victim); 3B1.1 (role as organizer, |leader,
manager or supervisor of criminal activity);
3B1.3 (abuse of position of trust or special
skill); 3C1.1 (obstruction of justice); 4A1.1
(prior crimina history).

Insofar as the district court intended
“dangerousness to society” to account for
defendant's likelihood of recidivism, the court
had already placed Chotasin criminal history
category |, aclassification reserved for “afirst
offender with the lowest risk of recidivism.”
USSG. § 4A13 ps. A downward
departure from the category | guideline range
for reasons relating to recidivism is therefore
inappropriate. 1d.; see Mogel, 956 F.2d at
1565-66; United Sates v. Russell, 917 F.2d
512,517-18 (11thCir.1990), cert. denied, 499
U.S. 953, 111 S.Ct. 1427, 113 L .Ed.2d 479

(1991).

[6] Assuming without deciding that the
guidelines might not adequately consider the
relative danger posed to society by all
potential co-defendants, the sentencing court
falled to enumerate any exceptional
circumstances presented by the instant case.
The district court's sole explanation for
Fickle's supposed greater threat was his
relativerolein the offense. Fickle, however,
had already received an upward departure
pursuant to section 3Bl1.1 for his
organizational rolein the offense. Likewise,
Chotas had been awarded a downward
adjustment under section 3B1.2in light of his
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“minor” role in the crime. We thus find no
basis in law or in fact for the sentencing
court'sdeparturefor reason of Fi ckle's” greater
danger to society.”

[71[8] Thedistri ct court's two final reasonsfor
departureal so present improper considerations
for departure from the guidelines under
section 5K2.0. The district court explained
that the guidelines failed to account for the
fact that Fickle was at least three times as
culpable for the offense of conviction than
Chotas. Later, inan goparently related point,
the court objected to the “insufficient
disparity” between the sentencesof Fickleand
Chotas absent a downward adjustment for
Chotas.

This Court has not addressed whether a
departure may be made for an apparentfailure
of the guidelines to consider adequately the
varying degrees of culpability of
co-defendants Congress enacted the
Sentencing Guidelines in large part to
eliminate disparities in the sntences meted
out to similarly situated defendants. See
USSG, Ch. 1, Pt. A, a §1.2-1.3; United
Sates v. Rolande-Gabriel, 938 F.2d 1231,
1235 (11th Cir.1991). Proper applicaion of
the guidelines, then, should vyield
correspondingy different sentences for
defendants culpable in different degrees.

Congress has specifically instructed
sentencing courts to consider “the need to
avoid unwar ranted sentencedi sparitiesamong
defendants with similar records who have
been found guilty of similar conduct.” 18
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U.SC.A. 8§ 3553(a)(6) (West Supp.1992)
(emphasis added). Chotas contends tha this
prescribed consideration, particularly as
viewed withinthe context of the general goals
of the sentencing guidelines, authorizes a
court to readjust the sentences of defendants
in an individual caseto reflect their relative
culpability. The Fourth and Tenth Circuits
agree with this position and permit such
departures. See United Sates v. Daly, 883
F.2d 313, 319 (4th Cir.1989), cert. denied,
498 U.S. 1116, 111 S.Ct. 1030, 112 L .Ed.2d
1111 (1991); United Sates v. Sardin, 921
F.2d 1064, 1067 (10th Cir.1990).

We believe that Chotas presents a simplistic
view of the purpose of the guidelines and of
proper sentencing considerations. The
guidelines, structured to account for relative
culpability and differences in prior records of
defendants, demonstrate that the Sentencing
Commission fully anticipated sentencing
disparity between defendants involved in the
same offense. Unless a sentencing court can
identify a specific factor not adequately
considered by the guidelines in either type or
degree, the court's adjustment of sentences
constitutes little more than the substitution of
the court's own beliefs regarding proper
sentencing* 1198 considerations for those of
the Commission.

“Insufficient disparity” in the sentences of
defendants therefore represents an improper
ground for departure. As the majority of
circuit courts has recognized, to adjust the
sentence of a co-defendant in order to cure an
apparently unjustified disparity between
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defendantsin an individual case will simply
create another, wholly unwarranted digarity
between the defendant receiving the
adjustment and all similar offenders in other
cases. See United Satesv. Megjia, 953 F.2d
461, 468 (9th Cir.1991), cert. denied, 504
U.S. 926, 112 S.Ct. 1983, 118 L.Ed.2d 581
(1992); United Sates v. Lasalle, 948 F.2d
215, 218 (6th Cir.1991); United Sates v.
Wogan, 938 F.2d 1446, 1448 (1st Cir.), cert.
denied, 502 U.S. 969, 112 S.Ct. 441, 116
L.Ed.2d 460 (1991); United States v.
Restrepo, 936 F.2d 661, 670-71 (2d Cir.1991);
United States v. Carr, 932 F.2d 67, 73 (1st
Cir.), cert. denied, 502 U.S. 834, 112 S.Ct.
112, 116 L.Ed.2d 82 (1991); seealso United
Satesv. Guerrero, 894 F.2d 261, 269-70 (7th
Cir.1990) (disparity of co-defendant's
sentences not basis for challenge); United
Sates v. Boyd, 885 F.2d 246, 24849 (5th

Cir.1989) (same).

I1l. CONCLUSION

None of the grounds cited by thedistrict court
on remand justifies a downward departure
fromthesentencingguidelinesunder U.S.S.G.
8§ 5K2.0. Wetherefore again REMAND the
case to the district court for resentencing in
accordancewiththeprinciplesset forthabove.

C.A.11(Ga),1992.
U.S. v. Chotas
968 F.2d 1193

END OF DOCUMENT
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UNITED STATES of America,
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No. 05-12304.

July 7, 2006.

Background: Defendant wasconvictedinthe
United States District Court for the Northern
District of Alabama, No.
04-00403-CR-BE-S,Karon O. Bowdre, J., on
her plea of guilty to making false statements
to a financial institution. Government
appeal ed sentence.

Holdings: The Court of Appeas, Carnes,
Circuit Judge, heldthat:

5(1) statutory sentencing factor of need for
restitution was not proper fector for court to
consider in determining how much to depart
on substantial assistance grounds, and

8(2) sentence which included only five hours
of incarceration was unreasonable.

V acated and remanded.
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Sentencing court may not consider statutory
sentencing factors when exeacising its
discretion in deciding whether and how much
to depart for substantial assistance provided
by defendant. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a);
U.S.S.G.85K1.1, p.s,18U.S.CA.

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€861

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
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350Hk859 Offender-Related

Factors
350HKk861 k. Remorse,

Cooperation, Assistance. Most Cited Cases
Statutory sentencing factor of need for
restitution was not proper factor for court to
consider in determining how much to depart
on substantial assistance grounds. 18
U.S.C.A.83553(a)(7); U.S.S.G.85K1.1,p.s,,
18U.S.CA.

[6] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XI1V(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
Court of Appeals review of reasonabl eness of
sentence in light of statutory sentencing
factorsisdeferential. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a).

[7] Criminal Law 110 €~1134(3)

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XX1V(L) Scope of Review in
General
110k1134 Scope and Extent in
General
110k1134(3) k. Questions
Considered in General. Most Cited Cases
In reviewing sentence, Court of Appeals
evaluates whether sentence imposed serves
purposes reflected in statutory sentencing
factors. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a).

[8] Sentencing and Punishment 350H

Page 3

€66

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(D) Factors Related to Offense
350Hk66 k. Nature, Degree or
Seriousness of Offense. Most Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €736

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V(B) Offense Levels
350HI1V (B)3 Factors Applicable to
Several Offenses
350Hk736 k. Value of Loss or
Benefit. Most Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €861

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350HKk859 Offender-Related
Factors
350HKk861 k. Remorse,
Cooperation, Assistance. Most Cited Cases
Sentence, following substantial assistance
departure, which included only five hours of
incarceration, for defendant who pled guiltyto
making false statements to financid
ingtitution, did not reflect seriousness of
crime, promote respect for law, provide just
punishment for offense, or afford adequate
deterrence to criminal conduct, and thus was
unreasonable; scheme was serious one,
extending over period of nearly eight months,
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crime was classified as Class B felony, and
loss inflicted on small, family-owned bank
totaled more than $480,000. 18 U.S.CA. 8§
1014, 3553(a); U.S.S.G. § 5K1.1, p.s, 18
U.S.CA.

*1286 Joyce White Vance, Birmingham, AL,
for U.S.
David S. Luker, Birmingham, AL, for Crisp.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Northern District of Alabama.

BeforeBIRCH, CARNESand BRUNETTI™,
Circuit Judges.

EN* Honorable Melvin Brunetti,
United States Circuit Judge for the
Ninth Circuit, sitting by designation.

CARNES, Circuit Judge:

As the comptroller of a corporation, Michael
Crisp participated in afraudulent scheme that
bilked a bank out of nearly half of a million
dollars. After being caught, hepleaded guilty
to making fase statements to a financial
ingtitution and helped the government
prosecute a co-conspirator.  Grateful, the
government moved for asubstantial assistance
departure. The district court exceeded the
limits of the government's gratitude by
departing to an offense level below the one
that it had recommended.

The court then went even further, using its
post-Booker authority to dip below the
post-departure guidelinesrange, and sentenced
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Crisp to probation. The government
objected, pointing out that giventhe offense of
conviction the law requires incarceration.
Persuaded of the legal correctness of the
government's position, although not caught up
in the spirit of it, the court modified the
sentenceto one of incarceration, or something
meant to resemble it. The court sentenced
Crigptofive hoursincustody of the Marshals.

Crisp had reason to be grateful.  The
government did not. Thisisitsappea. We
reverse.

Crisp was comptroller for Southern Pride
Contractors, Inc., a condruction company
based in Birmingham, Alabama. He was
supervised by John G. Grant, J., the
company's presi dent and pri ncipal owner. In
late 2002 and early 2003, at Grant's direction,
Crisp prepared false financial statements
overstating the company's accountsreceivable,
and he provided them to Covenant Bank on
Six separate occasions.  The bank, which had
extended a$500,000 line of credit to Southern
Pride, relied on those reportsin continuing to
extend credittothecompany. Southern Pride
did not repay the credit line, and thelossto the
bank was over $480,000.

For hisrolein the schemeto defraud the bank,
Crisp was charged with one count of violating
18 U.S.C. § 1014. He pleaded guilty to it.

The United States Probation Office prepared
a presentence investigation report that
assigned Crisp a *1287 criminal history
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category of | and calculated his total offense
level to be 17, resulting in a sentencing range
of 24-30 months. See United States
Sentencing Guidelines Ch. 5 Pt. A
(Nov.2002). Crisp did not object to any part
of the PSI.

The government filed a motion for a
downward departure pursuant to U.S.S.G. §
5K 1.1 based on Cri sp's substantial assistance
initsprosecution of Grant. Thegovernment's
motion indicated that Crisp's assistance had
included: confessing to his crime upon being
confronted by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, agreeing to severa interviews
by FBI agents and government prosecutors,
participating in a monitored telephone
conversation with Grant “which materidly
aided the government's case againg Grant,”
and testifying for the prosecution a Grant's
trial about their scheme to defraud the bank.
The government represented that “Crisp's
testimony was crucial in the trial of Grant.”
It recommended “that the Court depart from
therecommended range by 50%, whichresults
in a guideline range of 12 to 15 months
imprisonment,” which it referred to as level
13, and “that the defendant be sentenced at the
low end” of that range-to 12 months.

Crisp was sentenced on March 23, 2005.

Hearing no objection to it, the court adopted
the PSI's caculation of the applicable
pre-departure guidelines range of 24-30
months. Crisp and his wife made statements
to the court, and his counse and the
government discussed briefly the assistance
Crisp had provided in the prosecution of
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Grant.

Beforeimposing itssentence, the court stated:
Let me say, Mr. Crisp, that | find that thereis
no excuse for your participationin this matter
with Mr. Grant. It'sobviousthat you knew it
waswrong from the beginning. And without
your participation in this scheme, for lack of a
better word, it could not have occurred.

So | certainly do not want to minimize the
wrongful conduct in which you engaged.
However, | am, as is the govenment,
appreciative of your cooperation with the
government in bringing Mr. Grant totrial and
to a conviction of him for his role in this
scheme. But it certainly was for his benefit,
not for yours.

| have taken al of those things into
consideration.

| have aso taken into consideration the
amount of restitution that is due to this bank
.... [T]hesmaller banksreally feel aloss such
as this more so than larger banks.

And | am most concerned that justice really
requires restitution in this case.  And [18
U.S.C.] Section 3553(a)(7) directsthecourt to
consider the need to provide restitution to any
victims in coming up with the appropriae
punishment, and | certainly am considering
that in my determination as to the appropriate
punishment.

With al of those factors taken into
consideration, the court finds that the
government's motion for downward departure
pursuant to Section 5K1.1 and [18 U.S.C.]
Section 3553(e), based on the defendant's
substantial assistance to the government,
should be granted.
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As| said, in taking into account all of those
various factors that the court has to consider,
the court finds that the appropriate guideline
level for consideration should be level ten,
which when combined with the criminad
history category of one, creates a guideline
range of six to twelve months....

After arriving at a post-departure range of
6-12 months, the court sentenced Crisptofive
years probation with 12 months in-*1288
home confinement.  There was to be no
incarceration.

The court believed that its sentence of
probation was “ a reasonable one based upon
al the factors contained in [18 U.S.C.]
Section 3553(a).” It specifically stated “that
the sentence reflects the seriousness of the
offense, provides just punishment, affords
adequate deterrence and adequatdy protects
thepublic.” The court weighed most heavily
“the need to provide restitution to the bank,”
explaining that “[i]f the court were to impose
even a short period of imprisonment, ... the
goal of restitution would be thwarted because
it would adversely affeat [Crisp's] ability to
earn a living so as to be able to make
restitution payments.”

Thecourt then ordered Crisp to pay restitution
in the amount of $484,137.38 and found that
he would be jointly and severaly liable with
Grant for that amount if Grant were ordered to
pay restitution. Crisp was instructed to pay
therestitution amount “in full no later thanthe
end of [his] term of probation.” The court
explained to Crisp that “the main reason” it
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had imposed the maximum term of probation
was “to allow [him] that time to pay off the
restitution amount.” No fine was imposed,
becausethe court found that Crisp was unable
to pay both a fine and restitution and, in its
words, “restitution takes priority over the
imposition of afine.”

The government objected to the court's initial
probationary sentence as illegal because
probation may not be imposed for a Class B
felony, and aviolation of § 1014isaClass B
fdony. Seel18 U.S.C. 88 1014, 3559(a)(2),
3561(a)(1). The court later reconvened and
modified its sentence of Crisp asfollows: “I
am ordering the defendant to serve five hours
in the custody of the United States Marshal,
that term of custody preferably will be served
today or you can work out a time with the
marshal preferably some time this week.”
The court also imposed as part of the sentence
afiveyear term of supervised release. The
government objected to the final five-hour
sentence as unreasonable, labeling it
“farcical.”

[1] The district court arrived at the five-hour
incarceration term of the sentence after
following atwo-step process. First, it granted
the government's 8§ 5K1.1 motion and
departed from the PSI's sentencing guidelines
range of 24-30 months to a range of 6-12
months, instead of the 12-15 months the
government had recommended. We review
de novo the district court's interpretation of
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any part of the guiddines, including 8 5K1.1,
United States v. McVay, 447 F.3d 1348,
1352-53 (11th Cir.2006), but we review the
extent of a departure only for abuse of
discretion, id. at 1353.

[2] The second step in the court's sentencing
decision was, after consulting the factors set
out in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), to vary from the
post-departure guidelines range of 6-12
months down to the final sentence of five
hours. Wereview that aspect of the sentence,
the only part at issue here, for reasonableness.
United Sates v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 261,
125 S.Ct. 738, 765-66, 160 L.Ed.2d 621
(2005); United Sates v. Crawford, 407 F.3d
1174, 1179 (11th Cir.2005).

Section 8§ 5K 1.1 authorizes a court to depart
from the sentencing guidelines “[u]pon
motion of the government stating that the
defendant has provided substantial assistance
in the investigation or prosecution of another
person who has committed an offense.”
U.S.S.G. 8§5K1.1. That guideline contansa
list of factors for sentencing* 1289 courts to
consider in making a substantial assistance
departure, all of which relaeto the assistance
the defendant provided:

(1) the court's evduation of the significance
and usefulness of the defendant's assistance,
taking into cons deration the government's
evaluation of the assistance rendered;

(2) the truthfulness, completeness, and
reliability of any information or testimony
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provided by the defendant;

(3) the nature and extent of the defendant's
assistance;

(4) any injury suffered, or any danger or risk
of injury to the defendant or his family
resulting from his assistance;

(5 the timdiness of the defendant's
assistance.

U.S.S.G. §5K1.1(a)(1)-(5).

[3] Although that list of factorsis preceded by
language indicating that they are not
exclusive, we have held that “[w]hen ... a
district court grants a downward departure
under U.S.S.G. § 5K1.1 ..., the sentence
reduction may bebased only onfactorsrelated
to the defendant's substantial assistance.”
United Statesv. Luiz, 102 F.3d 466, 469 (11th
Cir.1996). In other words, in meting out a
substantial assistance departure the court may
consider factors outside the 8 5K1.1(a) list,
but only if they are related to the assistance
rendered. SeeU.S.S.G. §5K1.1 cmt. backg'd
(indicating that the focus is on the “nature,
extent, and significance” of the defendant's
assistance to the government).

[4] Becauseasubstantial assistance departure
Isto be about assistance and nothing else, “the
sentencing court [may] not permissibly
consider the sentencing factors announced in
18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a) when exercising its
discretion in deciding whether and how much
to depart” under 8 5K1.1. United States v.
Davis, 407 F.3d 1269, 1271 (11th Cir.2005).
One of the § 3553(a) factors is restitution.
See 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(7) (“The court, in
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determining the particular sentence to be
imposed, shall consider ... the need to provide
restitution to any victims of the offense.”).

The reason that restitution, like the other 8
3553(a) factors, may not be considered in
determining the extent of a substantia
assistance departure isthat it, like the other §
3553(a) factors, has nothing to do with the
assistance the defendant rendered.

[5] In deciding how much to depart on
substantial assistance grounds, the district
court not only considered the need for
restitution, it gave that factor controlling
weight. The court did not discuss any of the
§ bK1.1(a) assistance-related factors-not the
significance and usefulness of the assistance;
not the truthfulness, completeness or
reliability of the information or testimony
provided; not the nature and extent of the
assistance; not any injury, danger, or risk to
the defendant resulting from the assistance;
and not the timeliness of it. Instead, after
indicating that it had considered Crisp's
cooperation, the court said that it had “also
taken into consideration the amount of
restitution that is due to this bank” and
explained that it was “most concerned that
justicereally reguiresrestitutionin thiscase.”
The court noted that restitution isenumerated
in 8 3553(a)(7) as an appropride factor to
consider at sentencing. Itis, of course, but it
is not to be considered when calculating the
extent of a§ 5K 1.1(a) departure. Noneof the
§ 3553(a) factors are. Davis, 407 F.3d at
1271.

The court's error in alowing the need for
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restitution to skew the substantial assistance
calculation is by itself enough to require that
we vacate the sentence and remand for
resentencing. See McVay, 447 F.3d at 1355.
There isanother reason, aswell. Evenif the
district court had not based the extent of the 8
5K1.1(a) departure*1290 on an improper
consideration, itsleap from the post-departure
guidelines range of 6-12 months down to five
hours would still have to be corrected.

V.

[6][7] In deciding upon a sentence, acourt is
directed by 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) to consider
the factors listed in that subsection.  Our
review of the reasonableness of the sentence
inlight of thosefactorsisdeferential. United
Sates v. Talley, 431 F.3d 784, 788 (11th
Cir.2005). There is, however, a difference
between deference and abdication. We do
review the sentence, and in doing so we
evaluatewhether the sentenceimposed serves
the purposes reflected in 8 3553(a). Id. If it
does not, the sentence is an unreasonableone.

In any given case there will be a range of
sentences that are reasonable and the district
court gets to pick within that range. 1d. But
there are also sentences outside the range of
reasonableness which the district court may
not impose. Seeid.

[8] After pronouncing its initid sentence of
probation, the district court indicated that it
had considered several of the factorslisted in
§ 3553(a). It said “that the sentence reflects
the seriousness of the offense, provides just
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punishment, affords adequate deterrence and
adequately protects the public.” However,
the court's primary concern, above all others,
was restitution. It explained its motivation:
“If the court were to impose even a short
period of imprisonment, .. the goa of
restitution would bethwarted becauseit would
adversely affect [Crigp's] ability to earn a
living so as to be able to make restitution
payments.”  Although the court did not say
so, its reasoning behind the probationary
sentence obvioudly carried over to the
five-hour sentence it imposed after learning
that 18 U.S.C. § 3561(a) required some
incarceration.

In a burst of startled candor at the sentence
hearing, thegovernment “with all dueresped”
told the district court that the five-hour
sentence was “farcical.”  Although we are
sympathetic with that notion, we need not go
that far to decide that the sentence is
unreasonable. The district court obviously
imposed the five-hour sentence, to be served
at a convenient time, in order to evade the
strictures of the law forbidding a probationary
sentence for a crime as serious as the one
Crisp had committed. While a five-hour
sentence is not probation, neither isit a real
sentence of incarceration. Thereisapoint at
which the length of the incarceration is short
enough to crossthelineinto no incarceration,
and we would be inclined to say that five
hours crossesthat line, if the government had
argued that the sentenceviolated § 3561(a).

Otherwise, courts could impose sentences of
five minutes or five seconds, making a
mockery out of the statutory command.
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Becausethe government does not advance the
argument that the sentenceviolated 8 3561(a),
however, we will not decide that issue.
Instead, we confine ourselves to the
reasonableness issue the government has
raised.

For a number of reasons, we do not share the
district court's view that a five-hour sentence
Is reasonable in this case. The scheme that
Crisp engaged in was a serious one. It
extended over aperiod of nearly eight months.

The crime he committed is classified as a
Class B felony. The loss Crisp and his
co-conspirator inflicted on the victim totaled
morethan $480,000. Thevictimwasasmall,
family-owned bank which the district court
acknowledged was particularly vulnerable:
“[T]he smaller banksreally feel alosssuch as
thismore sothan larger banks.” The purpose
of 18 U.S.C. § 1014 is to protect financial
institutions, and the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, against the *1291 risk of loss
from fraudslike thisone. See United States
v. Soddart, 574 F.2d 1050, 1053 (10th
Cir.1978); United Sates v. Lentz, 524 F.2d
69, 71 (5th Cir.1975); United Sates v.
Pavlick, 507 F.Supp. 359, 362-65
(M.D.Pa.1980).

For such aserious offense, however, Crispdid
not receive so much as a slap on the wrist-it
was more like a soft pat. The sentence
essentially convertsatheft by fraudintoaloan
that isunlikely to ever berepaid. The court
gave Crisp five hours for a crime that caused
$484,137.38 in harm.  That equaes to
$96,827.48 per hour or $1,613.79 per minute
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served in custody. The sentence does not
reflect the seriousness of the crime, promote
respect for the law, and provide just
punishment for the offense, as§ 3553(a)(2)(A)
requires, nor does it afford adequate
deterrence to criminal condud, as 8

3553(a)(2)(B) requires.

In deciding on a sentence, district oourts
should consider the policies behind the
applicable guidelines provision. 18 U.S.C. §
3553(a)(5). The commentary to U.S.S.G. §
2B1.1, which appliesto Crisp's18 U.S.C. §
1014 felony violaion, states:

The Commission has determined that,
ordinarily, the sentences of defendants
convicted of federal offenses should reflect
the nature and magnitude of theloss caused or
intended by their crimes. Accordingly, along
with other relevant factors under the
guidelines, loss serves as a measure of the
seriousnessof the offenseand the dfendant's
relative cul pability and isaprincipal factor in
determining the offense level under this
guideline.

U.SS.G. 8§ 2B1.1 cmt. backg'd (emphasis
added). The court's sentencing theory turned
that policy on its head. The more loss a
defendant has caused, the greater will be the
amount of restitution due, and the greater the
incentive for a court that places the need for
restitution above all el to shorten the
sentence in order to increase the time for the
defendant to earn money to pay restitution.
Therefore, the more loss a crimind inflicts,
the shorter his sentence.  That approach
cannot be deemed reasonable.

Page 10

We do not mean to imply that thereiseven a
fanciful hope that Crisp can meet the
restitution obligations imposed on him. The
PSI indicated that Crisp's financial condition
would prevent him from making much of a
dentin his$484,137.38 obligation to the bank.

At the time of sentencing, Crisp had a net
worth of $6,973 and monthly cash flow, net of
living expenses, of just $954. Applying al of
Crisp's net worth to the restitution obligation
and even assuming that his cash flow remains
the same, and that he will devote all of itto
restitution, it would take Crisp (age 46 at
sentencing) 41 yearsto pay off the amount of
restitution he owes. His five-hour sentence
and five years of supervisory release will be
over long before then.

As the Eighth Circuit recently said: “An
extraordinary reduction must be supported by
extraordinary circumstances.” United States
v. Dalton, 404 F.3d 1029, 1033 (8th Cir.2005)
(discussing a § 5K1.1 departure).  The
circumstances of this case are not out of the
ordinary at all, much less extraordinary
enough to justify the extremely lenient
sentencethe courtimposed. Cf. United Sates
v. Dean, 414 F.3d 725, 729 (7th Cir.2005)
(adopting a rule that “ the farther the judge's
sentence departs from the guidelines sentence
(in either directi on-that of greater severity, or
that of greater lenity), themore compelling the
justification based on factors in section
3553(a) that the judge mug offer”); accord
United Sates v. Smith, 445 F.3d 1, 4 (1st
Cir.2006); United Sates v. Moreland, 437
F.3d 424, 434 (4th Cir.2006); United Statesv.
Smith, 440 F.3d 704, 707 (5th Cir.2006);
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*1292 United Sates v. McMannus, 436 F.3d
871, 874 (8th Cir.2006).

Other courts have found that adistrict court's
“unjustified reliance upon any one[8 3553(a)]
factor is a symptom of an unreasonable
sentence.” United Sates v. Rattoballi, 452
F.3d 127, 137 (2d Cir.2006); accord United
Sates v. Ture, 450 F.3d 352, 358-59 (8th
Cir.2006); United Sates v. Hampton, 441
F.3d 284, 288-89 (4th Cir.2006); see also
United Sates v. Cage, 451 F.3d 585, ----,
2006 WL 1554674, at *9 (10th Cir.2006);
United Sates v. Givens, 443 F.3d 642, 646
(8th Cir.2006). That iswhat happenedinthis
case. The district court focused
single-mindedly on the goal of restitution to
the detriment of all of the other sentencing
factors. An unreasonable approach produced
an unreasonabl e sentence.

V.

For these reasons, we vacate Cri $p's sentence
and remand the case to the district court for
resentencing in a manner consistent with this
opinion.

VACATED AND REMANDED.

C.A.11 (Ala.),2006.

U.S.v. Crisp
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Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America,
Paintiff-Appellee,
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No. 04-3172.
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Background: Defendantwasconvictedinthe
United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Wisconsin, Rudolph T. Randa,
Chief Judge, for being afelonin possession of
afirearm, and was sentenced to 120 monthsin
prison. Defendant appealed, challenging his
sentence.

Holdings. The Court of Appeals, Posner,
Circuit Judge, held that:

1(1) defendant wasentitled to have sentencing
court make factual findings on issues of
whether he possessed the firearm in
connection with another felony offense and
whether firearm was stolen, before imposing
sentencing increases for that conduct, and

2(2) sentencing judge did not have a duty to
make an explicit, articulated analysis of any of
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the statutory sentencing fectors.

Vacated and remanded for resentenci ng.
West Headnotes

[1] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€005

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350Hk992 Findings and
Statement of Reasons
350HK995 k. Necessity. Most
Cited Cases
Defendant convicted for being a felon in
possession of a firearm was entitled to have
sentencing court make factual findings based
upon testimony and other evidence, on issues
of whether he possessed the firearm in
connection with another felony offense and
whether firearm was stolen, before imposing
sentencing increases for that conduct, where
defendant disputed that conduct. U.S.S.G. 88
2K2.1(b)(5), 6A1.3, p.s., 18 U.S.CA.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€905

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (H) Proceedings
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350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350HK992 Findings and

Statement of Reasons

350HK995 k. Necessity. Most
Cited Cases
A sentencing judge does not have a duty to
make an explicit, articulated analysis of any of
the statutory sentencing factors, unless the
defendant invokesaparticular statutory factor
or factors, or if a particular factor is decisive
imposing asentence. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a).

[3] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€996

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350HIV (H)3 Hearing
350HKk992 Findings and
Statement of Reasons
350HKk996 k. Sufficiency.
Most Cited Cases
Sentencing judges need not rehearse on the
record al of the considerations that the
sentencing statute lists; it is enough to
calculate the Sentencing Guidelines range
accurately and explain why, if the sentence
liesoutsideit, the defendant deserves more or
less. 18 U.SC.A. 8 3553(a); U.SSG. §
1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€905

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (H) Proceedings
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350HI1V (H)3 Hearing
350HKk992 Findings and

Statement of Reasons

350HK995 k. Necessity. Most
Cited Cases
Explicitfactfinding of the statutory sentencing
factors by a sentencing court is required only
if contested facts are material to the judge's
sentencing decision. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a).

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€995

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350HKk992 Findings and

Statement of Reasons

350Hk995 k. Necessity. Most
Cited Cases
If a sentencing judge thinks that a particular
contested statutory sentencing factor may be
decisiveto the choice of sentence, such asthe
defendant's mental or emotional state, he must
resolve the factual issueinthe usua way, that
is, by making findings on the basis of
evidence, just as he would have to do in
applying the sentencing guidelines if the
calculation of the guidelinessentencedepends
on the resolution of a factual dispute. 18
U.S.C.A.83553(a); U.S.S.G.81B1.1etseq.,
18 U.S.CA.

[6] Jury 230 €34(6)

230 Jury
23011 Right to Trial by Jury
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230k30 Denial or Infringement of Right
230k34 Restriction or Invasion of
Functions of Jury
230k34(5) Sentencing Matters
230k34(6) k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
(Formerly 230k34(1))
Only when factual determinations require a
particular sentence doesthe Sixth Amendment
right to jury trial come into play, imposing
formalities on factual determinations, other
than criminal history, that influence sentence
length. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 6.

[7] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€087

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350Hk987 k. Scope of Inquiry.
Most Cited Cases
A defendant must be given an opportunity by
the sentencing court to draw the judge's
attention to any stautory sentencing factor
that might warrant a sentence different from
the Sentencing Guidelines sentence. 18
U.S.C.A.83553(a); U.S.S.G.81B1.1etseq,,
18U.S.CA.
West CodenotesRecognized as
Unconstitutionall8 U.S.C.A. 8§
3553(b).Limitation RecognizedU.S.S.G. 8§88
2K2.1(b)(4), (5), 5G1.1(a), 6A13, 18
U.S.CA.

*726 James L. Santelle (argued), Lisa A.
Wesley, Michelle L. Jacobs, Office of the
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United States Attorney, Milwaukee, WI, for
Plaintiff-Appellee.

Donald J. Chewning (argued), Radosevich,
Mozinski & Cashman, Manitowoc, WI, for
Defendant-Appellant.

Before CUDAHY, POSNER, and
WILLIAMS, Circuit Judges.

POSNER, Circuit Judge.

A federal jury convicted Lavell Dean of being
a felon in possession of a firearm, and the
district judge sentenced him to 120 monthsin
prison. The appeal, which challenges only
the sentence, presents an important issue-the
roleof 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) in sentencing-that
was presented, but |eft unresolved, by United
Satesv. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738,
160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005).

The Presentence Investigation (PSl) report on
Dean recounted the following facts. A squad
car rolled up infront of ahousein Milwaukee
that the police suspected of being the site of
illegal drug dealing. Two men, one of them
later identified as Dean, were standing in front
of the house, and when they saw the police car
they scurried onto the enclosed porch of the
house. The policeman followed, and as he
approached he noticed that Dean seemed to
place something on the floor of the porch and
something else under abook on ashelf; Dean
then followed the other man into the house.

When the policeman reached the porch, he
noticed on the floor a loaded pistol (later
discovered to have been stolen), on the shelf
ammunition for the pistol, and in aflower pot
near the gun crack cocaine in ziplock bags.

Police arrested Dean and the other man. A

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



414 F.3d 725
414 F.3d 725
(Citeas: 414 F.3d 725)

cellphone taken from Dean rang, and an
officer answered it and heard the caller ask
Dean for “two,” which the officer thought
meant two “rocks’ of crack. More crack was
found in the house, in a bedroom into which
Dean's companion had run; but the house dd
not belong to Dean and, so far as appears, he
did not live there.

The officer who had answered the phone was
prepared to testify at the sentencing hearing
about it and also about the crack found in the
house, but the judge decided not to take
testimony. Y etincomputing Dean's sentence
under the sentencing guidelines he upped the
guidelinesrangefour levelson the basis of the
government's contention that Dean not only
was the possessor of the pistol found by the
policeman on the porch, but had possessed it
“in connection with another felony offense,”
namely the sale of crack. U.SS.G. §
2K2.1(b)(5). The judge imposed a further
two-level increase on the basis of the *727
government's argument that the pistol had
been stolen. § 2K2.1(b)(4). The effect of
these two boosts was to increase the
sentencing range to 135 to 168 months. But
as the statutory maximum for Dean's offense
was only 120 months, that was the sentence
the judge imposed.

The sentencing hearing was conducted after
our decisionin Booker that the Supreme Court
later affirmed, and so the judge treated the
guidelines as merely advisory. To decide
whether the guidelines sentence of 120
months (when the sentence indicated by the
guidelines exceeds the statutory maximum,
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the statutory maximum becomes the
guidelinessentence, U.S.S.G. 8 5G1.1(a)) was
proper, the judge said he'd have “to consider
the gravity of the offense, the character of the
Defendant, the need to proted the community
inthisand any disposition,” and “theelements
of deterrence, punishment, rehabilitation,
retribution, all of thosefactorsthat go toward
assuring the safety of the community, and that
an appropriate sentence is rendered.” He
proceeded to discuss those factors at some
length, even to the extent of noting that
“defendant has three siblings, and he has
disappointed his sisters. His mother said he
is a beautiful person. Nice, easygoing guy,
although he has a quick temper. His two
brothers are incarcerated at different
institutions | believe in this State for various
offenses. And-however, those [family
members] that are not in prison seem to be
supportive of the Defendant.” The judge
concluded that “the guidelines are not far off
on this sentence. Fairly accurate.”

[1] The Supreme Court's decision in Booker
requires the sentencing judge first to compute
the guidelines sentencejust as he would have
done before Booker, and then-because Booker
demoted the guidelines from mandatory to
advisory statusto decide whether the
guidelines sentence is the correct sentence to
givetheparticular defendant. Thedecisionto
add four levels to Dean's base offense level
because he possessed the gun in connection
with illegal drug dealing, and two additional
levels because the gun was stolen, was a
stage-one determination that brought the
guidelines sentence up to the statutory
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maximum (without those enhancements, the
sentencing range would have been only 77 to
96 months), and Dean is right that the
determination was made incorrectly. Rule 32
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure,
and in fact the guidelines themselves, require
the judge to rule on any disputed portion of a
PSI  report, Fed.R.Crim.P. 32(i)(3)(B);
U.S.S.G. 86A1.3; United Statesv. Sykes, 357
F.3d 672, 674-75 (7th Cir.2004); United
Sates v. Cureton, 89 F.3d 469, 472-74 (7th
Cir.1996); United Statesv. Ameline, 409 F.3d
1073, 1085-86, 2005 WL 1291977, at*12 (9th
Cir. June 1, 2005) (en banc), and the judge
didn't do that. He treated the government's
factual contentions (that Dean possessed the
pistol in connection with drug dealing and that
the pistol was stolen) as “arguments’ that he
could accept or reject, or factorsto which he
could give more or less weight, without
having to determine whether the factual
underpinnings of the government's arguments
weretrue. And so he thought it unnecessary
to hear testimony concerning the contested
issue of the cellphone call, even though the
call wasthe critical evidence that Dean was a
drug dedler rather than merely a customer-for
remember that it was not his house in which
the drugs were found.

The government argues that the judge didn't
have to take testimony from the officer
because Dean presented no evidence that the
PSI version of the call wasinoorrect. But his
denial that the officer's version was correct
would have been evidenceif given under oath
at the sentencing *728 hearing, and it was
bolstered by Dean's claim, for which he might
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havebeen ableto present third-party evidence,
that no one “on the street” calls him by his
real name. He had no opportunity to present
his own or third-party testimony because, as
we said, the judge didnt think that Booker
requiresasentencingjudgetoresolveafactual
disputein order to be permitted togive weight
to afactual assertion.

So Dean must be resentenced. But we must
also consider his other complaint because it
bearsonthe scope of the resentenci ng hearing.
The complaint isthat the judge dd not do an
adequate job of considering the sentencing
factorsset forthin 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a). That
statute reads, so far as bears on the issue, as
follows:

(a) Factorsto be considered in imposing a
sentence.-The court shall impose a sentence
sufficient, but not greater than necessary, to
comply with the purposes st forth in
paragraph (2) of this subsection. The court,
in determining the particular sentence to be
imposed, shall consider-

(1) thenatureand circumstancesof the offense
and the history and characteridics of the
defendant;

(2) the need for the sentence imposed-

(A) toreflect the seriousness of the offense, to
promote respect for the law, and to provide
just punishment for the offense;

(B) to afford adequate deterrence to criminal
conduct;

(C) to protect the public from further crimes
of the defendant; and

(D) to provide the defendant with needed
educational or vocational training, medical
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care, or other correctional treatment in the
most effective manner ...
(3) the kinds of sentences available;

*x * * * * *

(6) the need to avoid unwarranted sentence
disparities among defendants with similar
recordswho have been found guilty of similar
conduct; and

(7) the need to provide restitution to any
victims of the offense.

Until Booker, the usesthat a sentencing judge
could make of the factors listed in section
3553(a) were severdly circumscribed by the
next subsection in order to preserve the
mandatory character of the guidelines. 18
U.S.C. § 3553(b). But now that they are
advisory, while section 3553(a) remains
unchanged, judges will have to consider the
factorsthat the section tellsthem to consider.
“Section 3553(a) remains in effed, and sets
forthnumerousfactorsthat guide sentencing.”
United Sates v. Booker, supra, 125 S.Ct. at
766; seealsoid. at 764-65. “Booker suggests
that the sentencing factors articulated in §
3553(a), which the mandatory application of
the Guidelines made dormant, have a new
vitality in channeling the exercise of
sentencing discretion.”  United States v.

Trujillo-Terrazas, 405 F.3d 814, 819 (10th
Cir.2005).

[2] Dean insists that it is the duty of the
sentencingjudge, in every caseand whether or
not the defendant invokes any of the factors
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mentioned in section 3553(a), to make an
explicit, articulated andysis of all of them a
part of the sentencing process. This, he says,
Chief Judge Randa failed to do. Dean a0
faultsthejudge for having listed “retribution”
as a factor to be considered in sentencing.

Dean points out that section 3553(a) doesn't
mention retribution. That is true, but he has
overlookedthereferenceinthesectionto“just
punishment”; an influential body of thought
teaches that retributive justice is justice in
criminal punishments. E.g., *729 Michael
Tonry, “Sentencing: What's at Stake for the
States?.  Obsolescence and Immanence in
Penal Theory and Policy,” 105Colum. L.Rev.
1233, 1240 (2005); Michele Cotton, “Back
with a Vengeance: The Resilience of
Retribution as an Articulated Purpose of
Criminal Punishment,” 37 Am.Crim. L.Rev.
1313, 1361-62 (2000).

Mention of “just punishment” brings to the
surface the practica objection to Dean's
submission. If ineveryfederal crimind case
the sentencing judge must touch all the bases
in section 3553(a) even if not asked to do so
by either side, the Booker decision will have
unwittingly succeeded in doubling theamount
of work involved in sentencing. The judge
must, as we know, compute the guidelines
sentence, just as he had to do before Booker.
But in addition, according to Dean, the judge
must state on the record how each of the
factors in section 3553(a) figured in his
deciding what sentence to give the defendant.
Itisnot at al helpful that many of the factors
are vague and, worse perhaps, hopelessly
open-ended. How far, for example, is the
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judge to delve into the* characteristics’ of the
defendant? How far is he to go in
investigating the possibility of “unwarranted
sentencing disparities’? Must he elaborate
upon the meaning of “promote respect for
law”?  And must he discuss al the rival
theories of “just punishment’” (retributive,
deterrent, rehabilitative, incapacitative)?

Section 3553(a), unlike the guidelines
themsdves after Booker, is mandatory.
United Sates v. Booker, supra, 125 S.Ct. at
764-65. The sentencing judge cannot, after
considering the factors listed in that statute,
import his own philosophy of sentencing if it
isinconsistent with them. And therefore he
can, as a matter of prudence, unbidden by
either party, do what Dean wants him to
do-write a comprehensive essay applying the
full panoply of penological theories and
considerations, which is to say everything
invoked or evoked by section 3553(a)-to the
case before him.

[3] But that isnot required; like Chief Judge
Randa in the present case, the sentencing
judge can discuss the application of the
statutory factors to the defendant not in
checklist fashion but instead in the form of an
adequate statement of the judge's reasons,
consistent with section 3553(a), for thinking
the sentence that he has selected is indeed
appropriate for the particula defendant.
United Sates v. Hadash, 408 F.3d 1080,
1084, 2005 WL 1250331, at *3 (8th Cir. May
27, 2005); United Satesv. Mares, 402 F.3d
511, 518-20 (5th Cir.2005). “Judges need not
rehearseontherecordall of the considerations
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that 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) lists; itisenough to
calculatetherangeaccurately and explainwhy
(if the sentence lies outside it) this defendant
deserves more or less” United Sates v.
George, 403 F.3d 470, 472-73 (7th Cir.2005).
Thisshortcut isjustified by theindeterminate
and interminable character of inquiry into the
meaning and application of each of the
“philosophical” concepts in which section
3553(a) abounds.

However, the farther the judge's sentence
departsfrom the guidelines sentence (in either
direction-that of greater severity, or that of
greater lenity), the more compelling the
justification based on factors in section
3553(a) that the judge mug offer in order to
enable the court of appeds to assess the
reasonableness of the sentence imposed. (Cf.
United States v. Dalton, 404 F.3d 1029,
1033-34 (8th Cir.2005), reversing a 60-month
sentence when the minimum guidelines
sentence was four times as long.)  But
although the judge must therefore articulate
the factors that determined the sentence that
he has decided to impose, his duty “to
consider” the statutory factorsis not aduty to
make *730 findings, as we have held in
dealing with the directive of the Victim and
Witness Protection Act that the sentencing
judge “shall consider” specified factors in
deciding whether to order a criminal
defendant to pay restitution. 18 U.S.C. §
3663(a)(1)(B)(i). Not only are findings not
required (with a qualification noted below),
but “lack of findings coupled with an award of
full restitution implies that the defendant has
failed to carry this burden.” United Satesv.
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Ahmad, 2 F.3d 245, 247 (7th Cir.1993).

[4][5] Explicit factfinding is required,
however, if, though only if, contested factsare
material to thejudge'ssentencingdecision. A
judge who thinks that a particular contested
characteristic of a defendant may be decisive
to the choice of sentence, such as the
defendant's mental or emotional state, must
resolvethefactual issuein the usual way, that
is, by making findings on the basis of
evidence, just as he would have to do in
applyingthe sentencing guidelinesif, asinthe
present case, the calculation of the guidelines
sentence dependson theresol ution of afactual
dispute.

[6] This does not mean tria by jury, proof
beyond a reasonable doubt, consideration
limited to evidence that satisfies the
requirementsof admissibilitythat arefoundin
the Federal Rules of Evidence, or any other
such formalities. U.S.S.G. § 6A1.3; United
Sates v. Polson, 285 F.3d 563, 566-67 (7th
Cir.2002); United Sates v. Kroledge, 201
F.3d 900, 908-09 (7th Cir.2000); United
Sates v. Hough, 276 F.3d 884, 891 (6th
Cir.2002); United Sates v. Atkins, 250 F.3d
1203, 1212-13 (8th Cir.2001); see also 18
U.SC. 8§ 3661 Only when factual
determinations require a particular sentence
does the Sixth Amendment come into play,
imposing formalitieson factua determinations
(other than criminal history) that influence
sentence length. United Sates v. Booker,
supra, 125 S.Ct. at 750; see also Shepard v.
United Sates, 544 U.S. 13, ---- - ---- , 125
S.Ct. 1254, 1262-63, 161 L .Ed.2d 205 (2005);
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United Sates v. Carter, 410 F.3d 942, 954,
2005 WL 1367195, at *9 (7th Cir. June 10,
2005); United Sates v. Iskander, 407 F.3d
232, 242-43 (4th Cir.2005); United Statesv.
Mashek, 406 F.3d 1012, 1014-15 (8th
Cir.2005); United Sates v. Coles, 403 F.3d
764,766 (D.C.Cir.2005). Withtheguidelines
now merely advisory, factfindings that
determine the guidelines sentence do not
determine the actual sentence, because the
sentencing judge isnot required to impose the
guidelines sentence; and so the Sixth
Amendment isnotinplay.

[7] Our focus thus fa has been on cases in
which the sentencing judge is minded to
impose a sentence outside the guidelines
range. Recognizing that the guidelines are
promulgated and continually revised by an
agency staffed by experts (the Sentencing
Commission), the court in United Sates v.
Mares, supra, 402 F.3d at 519, said that “if
the sentencing judge exercises her discretion
to impose a sentence within a properly
calculated Guideline range, in our
reasonableness review we will infer that the
judge has considered all the factors for afair
sentence set forth in the Guidelines .... When
the judge exercises her discretion to imposea
sentencewithin the Guidelinerange and states
for the record that she is doing so, little
explanation isrequired.” But the defendant
must be given an opportunity to draw the
judge's attention to any factor listed in section
3553(a) that might warrant a sentence
different from the guidelines sentence, for itis
possible for such a variant sentence to be
reasonable and thus within the sentencing
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judge's discretion under the new regime in
which the guidelines, being advisory, can be
trumped by * 731 section 3553(a), which aswe
have stressed is mandatory. Simon v. United
States, 361 F.Supp.2d 35, 39-41
(E.D.N.Y.2005); United Satesv. Kelley, 355
F.Supp.2d 1031, 1035-37 (D.Neb.2005);
United States v. Ranum, 353 F.Supp.2d 984,
985-86 (E.D.Wis.2005).

The judgment is vacated and the case
remanded to the district court for further
proceedings concerning the two
enhancements, and for resentencing on the
basis of what those proceedings yield.

C.A.7 (Wis.),2005.
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United States Court of Appeals,Fifth Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America,
Paintiff-Appellant,

V.

David Vincent DUHON,
Defendant-Appel lee.

No. 05-30387.

Feb. 17, 2006.

Background: Defendant wasconvicted, upon
a guilty plea, in the United States District
Court for the Western District of Louidana,
Tucker L. Melancon, J., of possessing child
por nogr gphy, and was sentenced to 60 months
probation. Government appeal ed, challenging
the sentence.

Holdings. The Court of Appeals, Benavides,
Circuit Judge, heldthat:

10(1) sentence of 60 months probation was
unreasonabl e;

11(2) District Court's failure to calculate
correct Sentencing Guidelinesrange deprived
the sentence imposed of great deference; and

15(3) disparity between defendant's and
codefendant's sentences was not
“unwarranted,” and thus, could not be
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considered as relevant statutory sentencing
factor.

Vacated and remanded for resentencing.

EmilioM. Garza Circuit Judge, filed opinion,
concurring in part, and concurring in the
judgment.
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[1] Criminal Law 110 €~1139

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review

110XX1V(L) Scope of Review in
General

110k1139 k. Additiona Proofs and
Trial De Novo. Most Cited Cases
The district court's interpretation of the
Sentencing Guidelines is reviewed de novo.
U.S.S.G. 8§1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[2] Criminal Law 110 €~1158(1)

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(O) Questions of Fact and
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The Court of Appeals accept the district
court's findings of fadt at sentencing unless
clearly erroneous.

[3] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€30

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

350HI1(B) Extent of Punishment in
Generdl

350Hk30 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
The ultimate sentence is reviewed for
unreasonableness with regard to the statutory
sentencing factors. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a).

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of
Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~~800

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350HIV(F)1 In General
350HKk800 k. In General. Most
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Before imposing a sentence outside the
relevant Sentencing Guidelines range, a
district court must consider the Sentencing
Guidelines, and caculate the Guidelines
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range. 18 U.SC.A. 8§ 3553(a); U.SS.G. §
1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
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350H Sentencing and Punishment
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350HI11(G) Hearing
350HKk369 Findings and Statement
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In imposing a sentence outside the applicable
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18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a); U.SS.G. § 1B1.1 et
seqg., 18 U.S.CA.

[6] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
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350H Sentencing and Punishment
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In imposing a sentence outsidethe applicable
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sentencing factors. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a);
U.S.S.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.
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weight, (2) gives significant weight to an
irrelevant or improper stetutory factor, or (3)
represents a clear error of judgment in
balancing the sentencing factors. 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 3553(a); U.SS.G. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

[10] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€863

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350HKk859 Offender-Related
Factors
350Hk863 k. Physical lliness
or Infirmity. Most Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~~870

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
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350HIV(F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures

350Hk870 k. Other Particular
Grounds. Most Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~1859

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIX Probation and Related
Dispositions
350HI1X(C) Factors Related to Offense
350HKk1859 k. Obscenity and
Lewdness. Most Cited Cases
Imposition of sentence of 60 monthsprobation
was “unreasonable” for defendant convicted
of possessing child pornography; sentencewas
outside the applicable Sentencing Guidelines
range, probation was not available sentence
for crime of conviction under advisory
Guidelines, sentencing court relied on
defendant's back injury, which was not
ordinarily relevant to support downward
departure from the Guidelines range,
sentencing court failed to consider seriousess
of offense, as reflected by its incorrect
comments that defendant's offense was not
harmful to children because he did not
physically molest anyone, and court
improperly considered disparity with
codefendant's sentence, as sentence imposed
for codefendant reflected his substantia
assistance to the government. 18 U.S.C.A. §
3553(a); U.S.S.G. 88 5B1.1, 5H1.4, ps,
5K1.1, p.s., 18 U.S.CA.

[11] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651
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350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In General
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
District Court's failure to calculate correct
Sentencing Guidelines range before
sentencing defendant convicted of possessing
child pornography deprived the sentence
imposed of great deference, and was factor to
be considered in determining reasonableness
of the sentence. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a);
U.S.S.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

[12] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
A sentencing court cannot evade its duty
under to correctly calculate the Sentencing
Guideline range with the expedient of saying
the Guidelines would not affect theresult. 18
U.S.C.A. 83553(a); U.S.S.G. § 1B1.1 et seq.,
18 U.S.C.A.

[13] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of
Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
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Sentencingand Punishment 350H €~~2030

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIX Probation and Related
Dispositions
350HIX (1) Revocation
350H1X(1)3 Proceedings
350HKk2027 Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law
350HK2030 k. Sufficiency.
Most Cited Cases
In a situation in which imposition of a
probationary sentence varies from the
applicable Sentencing Guidelines range and
also from the kinds of sentences available
under the Guidelines, the sentencing court, at
a minimum, should acknowledge that it is
aware that probation would not ordinarily be
available under the Guidelines. 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 3553(a)(4); U.SS.G. 8§ 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

[14] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
A sentencing court that relies on any factors
which are deemed by the Sentencing
Guidelines to be prohibited or discouraged
should address the Guidelines provisions and
decide what weight, if any, to afford them
before imposing the sentence. 18 U.S.C.A. §
3553(a); U.SS.G. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.
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[15] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€&=56

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in
Genera
350HK56 k. Sentence or Disposition
of Co-Participant or Codefendant. Most Cited
Cases
Disparity between defendant's and
codefendant's sentences imposed for
possession of child pornography was not
“unwarranted,” and thus, could not be
considered as relevant statutory sentencing
factor, wherecodefendant's sentencereflected
a downward departure from the Sentencing
Guidelines range based on his substantial
assistance to the government. 18 U.S.C.A. 8
3553(a)(6); U.S.S.G. § 5K1.1, p.s, 18
U.S.CA.

[16] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€39

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

350HI(B) Extent of Punishment in
General

350Hk39 k. Uniform and Dispaate
Treatment of Offenders. Most Cited Cases
A sentencing disparity intended by Congress
is not “unwarranted,” and thus, may not be
considered as relevant statutory sentencing
factor. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a)(6).
West CodenotesLimitation
RecognizedU.S.S.G. 88 2A3.1(a), (b)(2)(A).
(b)(6), 2G2.2(b)(5), 2G2.4, 3E1.1, 5B1.1,
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S5H1.4, 5K1.1, 18 U.S.C.A.

*713 CamilleAnnDomingue, Asst. U.S. Atty.
(argued), Lafayette LA, for U.S.

Rebecca L. Hudsmith, Fed. Pub. Def.
(argued), Lafayette, LA, for Duhon.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Western District of Louisiana.

Before REAVLEY, GARZA and
BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
BENAVIDES, Circuit Judge:

The Government appeals the district court's
post-Booker, non-Guideline sentence.  We
hold that the sentence is unreasonable with
regard to the sentencingfactorsenumeratedin
18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a) (2000).

|. Background

Appellee David Duhon pleaded guilty to one
count of possessing child pornography in
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(5)(2000).
Duhon submitted a factual stipulation in
connection with hisplea. He acknowledged
that FBI agents found images of children
engaged in sexually explicit activity on his
computer. Duhon admitted that he had
downloaded the picures from the Internet.

A. The Presentence Report and First
Sentencing Hearing

The presentence report (“PSR”) determined a
base offense level of fifteen. U.S.S.G. §
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2G2.4 (2002).2 1t recommended three
two-level enhancements under section
2G2.4(b) because (1) the materia involved
minorsunder twelve, (2) the offenseinvolved
the possession of ten or more images, and (3)
Duhon used a computer. The PSR also
subtracted three levels for acceptance of
respongbility. U.S.S.G. 8§ 3E1.1. Thus, it
arrived at an adjusted offense leved of
eighteen. Given Duhon's category | criminal
history, the PSR calculated the Guideline
range at twenty-seven to thirty-three months
imprisonment.

EN1. All referencesto the Sentencing
Guidelines are to the 2002 volume,
which was in effect at the time of
Duhon's offense. Both the PSR and
the district court used the 2002
Guidelines to calculate Duhon's
sentencing range because the newer
Guiddlines in effect at the time of
Duhon's sentencing were less
favorableto him. SeeUnited Satesv.
Domino, 62 F.3d 716, 720 (5th

Cir.1995).

Duhon objected to the PSR's suggested
enhancementsfor the age of the children and
number of images involved, citing Blakely v.
Washington, 542 U.S. 296, 124 S.Ct. 2531,
159 L .Ed.2d 403 (2004). He argued that
these facts had neither been admitted to nor
found by a jury beyond a reasonable doubt.

He also moved for a downward departure,
claiming that aback injury he sufferedin 1987
wasan extraordinary physical impairment that

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



440 F.3d 711
440 F.3d 711
(Citeas: 440 F.3d 711)

warranted *714 a sentence below the
applicable Guidelinerange. See U.S.SG. §
5H1.4.

At a sentencing hearing on August 25, 2004,
the district court denied Duhon's motion for a
downward departure.  Considering Duhon's
Blakely motion, the court decided to stay
sentencing until the Supreme Court issued its
ruling in United States v. Booker, 543 U.S.
220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160 L .Ed.2d 621 (2005).

Before adjourning, the court expressed
hostility toward the Sentencing Guidelines,
lamented Congresss criminalization of
possessing child pornography, and promised
that he would give Duhon “the lowest
sentence | can give consistent with my oath.”

B. The Post-Booker Sentencing Hearing

Following the Booker ruling, the sentencing
was reconvened on February 28, 2005. Over
the Government's objection, the district court
ruled that Booker precludeditfromusingfacts
not admitted by Duhon to enhance his
sentence, even under an advisory regime.
The court caculated a Guideline range
without using the enhancementsfor the age of
the children or the number of imagesinvolved
intheoffense. Thiscdculation resultedinan
offenselevel of fourteen and an advisory term
of imprisonment of fifteen to twenty-one
months. The court announced, however, that
it would not follow the Guidelines,
characterizingthem as“totally discretionary.”
It stated that it would use the discretion
granted by Booker to “ deviatefrom the United
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States Sentencing Commission Guidelinesand
impose asentence that ... is appropriate based
on the facts.”™2 The court explained why it
thought alesser sentence was appropriate and
sentenced Duhon to sixty months probation.

ENZ2. The district court used the term
“deviation” to distinguishits sentence
from sentences supported by
“departures’ made under authority of
the Guidelines. In United Sates v.
Mares, we adopted the phrase
“non-Guideline sentence” to express
thisdistinction. 402 F.3d at 519 n. 7

(5th Cir.2005).

The Government reiterated itsobjectionto the
court's calculation of the Guideline range.
The court responded that it would have
imposed the same sentence regardless of
which advisory Guideline range was correct.
The Government claims on appeal that the
probationary sentence imposed by the district
court is unreasonable.

Il. Standard of Review

[1][2][3] Thedistrict court's interpretation of
the Guidelines, even after Booker , isreviewed
denovo. SeeUnited Statesv. Smith, 440 F.3d
704 at n. 2 (5th Cir.2006). We accept the
district court's findings of fact unless clearly
erroneous. United Satesv. Creech, 408 F.3d
264, 270 n. 2 (5th Cir.2005). The ultimate
sentence is reviewed for “unreasonableness’
with regard to the statutory sentencing factors
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enumerated in section 3553(a). Booker, 125
S.Ct. at 765.7™3

EN3. Therelevant factors include:

(1) the natureand circumstances of the
offense and the history and
characteristics of the defendant;

(2) the need for the sentence imposed-
(A) to reflect the seriousness of the
offense, to promote respect for the
law, and to provide just punishment
for the offenseg;

(B) to afford adequate deterrence to
criminal conduct;

(C) to protect the public from further
crimes of the defendant; and

(D) to provide the defendant with
needed ... medical care, or other
correctional treatment in the maost
effective manner;

(3) the kinds of sentences available;
(4) the kinds of sentence and the
sentencing range established for-

(A) the applicable category of offense
committed by the applicable category
of defendant as sa& forth in the
guidelines....;

(5) any pertinent policy statement ...;
(6) the need to avoid unwarranted
sentencedisparitiesamongdefendants
with similar records who have been
found guilty of similar conduct ....

18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).

*715 [4][5][6][7] In an opinion filed
concurrently with this one, we address
non-Guideline sentences like that at issue
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here. See Smith, 440 F.3d 704. Before
imposing a non-Guideline sentence, adistrict
court must consider the Sentencing
Guidelines. 1d. at 707; United Sates v.
Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 518-19 (5th Cir.2005).

This consideration requires that the court
calculate the appropriate Guideline range.
E.g., Smith, 440 F.3d at 707. Additionally,
the court should articulate fact-specific
reasons for its sentence. Mares, 402 F.3d at
519. Those reasons should be “consistent
with the sentencing factors enumerated in
section 3553(a).” Smith, 440 F.3d at 707.
The court need not make “a checklist
recitation of the section 3553(a) factors.” 1d.
at 707. However, “the farther a sentence
variesfromtheapplicable Guidelinesentence,
themore compelling thejustification based on
factors in section 3553(a) must be.” Id.
(internal quotation marks omitted).

[8][9] In reviewing for reasonableness, we
assesswhether thestatutory sentencing factors
support the sentence. Id. at 707; see United
Sates v. Long Soldier, 431 F.3d 1120, 1123
(8th Cir.2005). A non-Guideline sentenceis
unreasonable where it “(1) does not account
for a factor that should have received
significant weight, (2) givessignificant weight
to an irrelevant or improper factor, or (3)
represents a clear error of judgmernt in
bal ancing the sentencing factors.” Smith, 440
F.3d at 707-08; seelLong Soldier, 431 F.3d at
1123; United Sates v. Haack, 403 F.3d 997,
1004 (8th Cir.2005).

[11. Discussion
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[10] The sentence at issue does properly take
into account two section 3553(a) factors.
First, under subsection (1), the sentence
reflects the history and characteristics of the
defendant. Inimposing itssentence, the court
emphasized Duhon's lack of crimina record
and letters on his behaf from family and
friends. It explained its belief that Duhon
was unlikely to reoffend. Second, the court
reasoned that Duhon's psychiatric
rehabilitation would be best served with a
probationary sentencethat would allow himto
continue treatment with his current
psychologist.  This was consistent with
subsection (2)(D)'s mandate to consider the
need to provide the defendant with medical
care in the most effective manner.

Under section 3553(a), however, a sentence
must be supported by the totality of the
relevant statutory fectors. United Sates v.
McBride, 434 F.3d 470, 477 (6th Cir.2006).

The sentence at issue fails to account for
factors that should have received significant
weight and accords significant weight to an
improper or irrdevant factor. Specificdly,
the sentence (1) does not adequatdy take into
account the Sentencing Guidelines, (2) failsto
sufficiently reflect the seriousnessof Duhon's
offense, and (3) improperly gives weght to
the Guideline sentence of a
differently-situated codefendant. Asaresult,
the sentence is unreasonable.

A. Failure to Adequately Account for
Factors
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1. The Sentencing Guidelines

a. The Guideline Range

[11] It is undisputed that the district court
failed to determine the correct Guideline
range. We have held that the applicable
range “should be determined in the same
manner as before Booker/Fanfan” and that a
judge may ill find al the *716 facts
supporting a sentence. Mares, 402 F.3d at
519. Thus,thecourt'sconclusionthatit could
not adjust Duhon's Guideline range upwardy
based on facts neither admitted by Duhon nor
proven beyond a reasonable doubt was
incorrect. The correct sentencing range was
twenty-seven to thirty-three months
imprisonment, not the fifteen to twenty-one
months considered by the court.

Duhon argues that this error was harmless
because the court stated that it would have
imposed the same non-Guideline sentence
regardless of the Guidelinerange. Duhonis
correct that the sentence was imposed in spite
of rather than “as a result of an incorrect
application of the sentencing guidelines.” 18
U.S.C. 8 3742(f). In Villegas, we recognized
that section 3742(f) survives Booker. Under
that statute, we review de novo and vacate a
sentenceimposed “asaresult” of aGuidelines
error without reachingthe sentence's ultimate
reasonableness. Villegas, 404 F.3d at 362.

Because Duhon's non-Guideline sentence did
not directly “result” fromthe Guidelineserror,
it need not be vacated under Villegas based
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solely on the miscalculation.

But it does not follow from thisthat the error
incalculating the Guidelinerangeisirrelevant
to our second-step review for reasonabl eness.
Mares recognized that if the district court
commitsa“legal error” inrequired sentencing
procedures, the sentence may not merit the
“great deference” ordinarily accorded on
reasonableness review. 402 F.3d at 520.

Among those sentencing procedures required
by Maresisthat thedistrict court calculate the
Guideline range before imposing a
non-Guideline sentence. 1d. at 519; United
Satesv. Angeles-Mendoza, 407 F.3d 742, 746

(5th Cir.2005).

[12] This requirement refleds Booker's
mandatethat sentencing courts* take account”
of the Guidelines along with other sentencing
goals. Booker, 125 S.Ct. at 764-65 (emphasis
added). Inlight of its duty to “account” for
the Guidelines, the court's statement that it
wouldimpose the same sentence regardl essof
which range applied, makes the sentence
more, rather than less, problematic. The
court cannot reasonably impose the same
sentence regardless of the correct advisory
range anymore than it could reasonably
impose the same sentence regardless of the
seriousness of the offense. Both are
sentencing factors that must be taken into
account under section 3553(a). See Smith,
440 F.3d at 707 (holding that the Guideline
range must be a “frame of reference” for a
non-Guideline sentence). A sentencing court
cannot evadeitsduty under Booker and Mares
to correctly calculatetheGuidelinerangewith
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the expedient of saying the Guidelines would
not affect the result. Accordingly, the
mi scal cul ation deprivesthe sentence of “ great
deference” and is afactor to be considered in
assessing the reasonabl eness of the sentence.

b. Other Guidédines Provisions

Under Booker, a sentence must account for
morethan just the applicable Guidelinerange.
Section 3553(a) requiresthe court to consider
the “kinds of sentence” available under the
Guidelines as well as “any pertinent policy
statement.” In the case at bar, the district
courtignored Guidelinesprovisionsrdating to
probation and physical injury.

[13] First, the sentence deviates from a
relevant advisory Guideline disalowing
probation in Duhon's case. The Guidelines
do not authorize a sentence of probation
where the applicable Guideline range is in
Zone C or D of the Sentencing Table. See
U.S.S.G. 885B1.1 cmt. n. 2, 5C1.1(f). Both
Duhon's correct Gui delinerange and therange
incorrectly used by the district court fell
within Zone D. See U.S.S.G. *717 § 5A.
Thus, the probationary sentence varies, not
only from the applicable Guideline range, but
also from the “kinds of sentence” available
under the Guidelines. See 18 U.SC.
3553(a)(4). Insuch asituation, the court, at
a minimum, should acknowledge that it is
aware that probation would not ordinarily be
available under the advisory Guidelines.

[14] Second, the sentence diverges from a
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policy statement prohibiting the consideration
of physical condition. The district court
considered Duhon's back injury in imposing
its sentence. Section 5H1.4 of the Sentencing
Guidelines statesthat “[p]hysical condition ...
is not ordinarily relevant in detemining
whether a departure may be warranted.” At
the pre-Booker sentencing hearing, the court
acknowledged that the Guidelines would not
permit a downward departure for Duhon's
physical condition. At the post-Booker
hearing, however, the district court relied on
Duhon's back injury without explaining its
deviation from the advisory policy statement.
We agree with the Sixth Circuit that adistrict
court that “relies on any factors which are
deemed by the Guidelines to be prohibited or
discouraged [should] address these
provisions and decide what weight, if any, to
afford theminlight of Booker.” Jackson, 408
F.3d at 305 n. 3 (6th Cir.2005); see also
United Statesv. Selioutsky, 409 F.3d 114, 118
(2d Cir.2005) (stating that the district court
must consider the availability of departure
authority before imposing a non-Guideline
sentence). The court's reliance on Duhon's
physical condition without addressing the
relevant policy statement is especialy
troubling here since the court found that
Duhon no longer sees a physician and does
not take any prescription medications for his
back injury. ™

EN4. The court also noted that
Duhon's disability paymentswould be
suspended during hisincarceration. It
acknowledged that Duhon was
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married and had a nineteen-year-old
son. To the extent that the court took
into account that Duhon's family
might suffer some financial hardship,
it should have similarly addressed the
policy statement discouragingthisasa
ground for departure. SeeU.S.S.G. 8
SH1.6.

The court's failure to appropriately take into
account the Sentencing Guidelines is
significant. It is not necessary for us to
decide, however, whether this aone is
sufficient to render Duhon's sentence
unreasonable.  The sentence also fails to
adequately reflect the seriousness of Duhon's
offense and inappropriaely gives weight to
the Guideline sentence of Duhon's
codefendant.

2. Seriousness of the Offense

Under section 3553(a)(2)(A)-(B), the sentence
imposed must reflect the seriousness of the
offense, promote respect for the law, and
afford adequate deterrence. Our review of the
sentencing transcript convinces us that the
district court severely misjudged the
seriousness of Duhon's possession of child
pornography. As aresult, the sentence fails
to advance adequately the objectives of
subsections (a)(2)(A)-(B).

The court'scomments at Duhon's hearingsare
replete with criticism of child pornography
laws and suggest that the court believed
Duhon's offense was not harmful to children

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



440 F.3d 711
440 F.3d 711
(Citeas: 440 F.3d 711)

because Duhon himself did not physicaly
molest anyone. At Duhon's plea hearing, the
district court stated:

There are those who think that the way
Congress has reacted to child pornography is
pretty much one g9zefitsall .... [T]hey'vegot
a lot of folks out there that ... will take
advantage of young people in their day life
[sic] or try to make contact withthem. That's
on the one hand. On the other hand, its my
belief *718 ... that everybody that does what
you have admitted to doing her e today doesn't
fall in that category, but the law doesn't make
much of a distinction, frankly, and that's
unfortunate.

Smilarly, at the first sentencing hearing, the
court minimized the offense and suggested
that prosecuting child pornography cases was
awaste of time and resources:
[ The Assistant United States Attorneys] work
very hard for all of us. They do stuff like get
really bad guys that are killing our society
withdrugs. They protect usaganst terrorists.
And sometimes, because the Congress
dictated to them, they go out and get people
who get on the Internet and just screw up like
what happened in this case in my view.

It would amaze you-all as taxpayers if you
really understood what's going on inside the
judiciary, inside all the government agencies
right now ....

Mr. Duhon knows what | am going to do ....
| am going to give him as little as | can
because | think that's what it merits.
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The Assistant United States Attorney
objected, stating that he did not want to give
the impression that he believed these cases
should not be prosecuted. The court
responded that they had *“philosophical
differences’ on the issue:They've got people
that ought to go to jail because they might be
dangerous and they've got people that do
stupid things. If wehad afederal statute that
says you're quilty of being stupid, Mr. Duhon
might be guilty of that, but that's not the point.

At the close of hearing, the court explained to
those in attendance that the prosecutors were
just doing “their duty under the oath. We're
al in this together, and usually these are the
good guys putting away the bad guys.”
(Emphasis added).

At the post-Booker sentencing hearing, the
court similarly stated,
If there was a federal statute that made it
illegal to do dumbthings, you wouldbegui Ity.
| can only imagine how embarrassing thisis
for you today .... Nothing in this record
indicates to me that you're one of those guys
who are going out and trying to hurt young
boys or girls, but we've got some sickos out
there that are.

The district court's view of Duhon's child
pornography offense was misguided for
several reasons. The court stated that the law
failsto distinguish between simplepossession
of child pornogragphy and “try[ing] to make
contact” with children to “take advantage” of
and “hurt” them. The law, in fact, makes a
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drastic distinction.

Congress established a series of distinctly
separate offenses respecting child
pornography, with higher sentences for
offensesinvolving condua more likely to be,
or more directly, harmful to minorsthan the
mere possession offense.  Similarly, the
guidelines clearly reflect consideration of
whether and the degree to which harm to
minorsisor has been involved.

United Sates v. Grosenheider, 200 F.3d 321,
332-34 (5th Cir.2000) (collecting cases
rejecting departures based on rationale that
defendant had “ not abused any child, and had
no inclination, predsposition or tendency to
do s0”). Indeed, the applicable Sentencing
Guidelines provide an offense leve of
thirty-threefor soliciting minorsunder twelve
for prohibited sexua conduct using a
computer. See U.SSG. § 2A3.1(a),
(b)(2)(A), (b)(6). Had Duhon solicited
children for sex, rather than possessed child
pornography, the sentencing rangewould have
been 135-168 months, more than five times
his actual Guideline *719 sentence.  See
U.S.S.G. 85A. Thus, thedistrict court's view
that asentencebelow Duhon'sGuidelinerange
may have been warranted because the law
“doesn't make much of adistinction” between
possession of pornography and solicitation of
children for sex was incorrect ™2

EN5. Wedisagree withthe concurring
opinion's analysis of this issue on
several grounds. First, it
mischaracterizes the district court's
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comments. The concurrence states
“that the district court ... observ(ed]
that the 2003 version of the Guidelines
do not distinguish between possessors
of child pornography who engage in a
pattern of non-internet based,
intrastate molestation of children and
those who do not.” The court below
painted with abroad brush and did not
entertain the fine distinctions
attributed to it by the concurrence.
Second, the concurrence fails to take
into account that under the 2003
Guidelines a pornography defendant
who has al so mol ested children would
either (a) be sentenced under the
sexual abuse Guideline or (b) receive
a higher sentence due to an increased
criminal history score.  See, eg.,
United Sates v. Lebovitz, 401 F.3d
1263 (11th Cir.2005) (defendant was
sentenced under 2003 child
pornography and sexual abuse
Guidelines and received 118 months
imprisonment);  United States v.
Sharpley, 399 F.3d 123, 127 n. 4 (2d
Cir.2005) (defendant'scriminal history
score was increased for prior state
sexual abuse conviction). Third, the
concurrence conflicts with our
precedent. See Grosenheider, 200
F.3d at 333 (holding that the pre-2004
Guidelines “take into account the
gravity of a possession offense as
compared with more serious forms of
exploitation™).

More importantly, the court's judgment that
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Duhon's offense was just a “dumb thing,” a
“stupid thing,” and merely a “screw up”
understates the harm caused by possessing
child pornography. In United Sates v.
Norris, this Court held that children are
victims in the possession of child
pornography. 159 F.3d 926, 929 (5th
Cir.1998). Norrisrecognized that possessing
the imagesisitself aform of abuse becauseit
“invaldes] the privacy of the child depicted.”
Id. at 930. The possession perpetuates “a
permanent record” of the original abuse that
can “haunt[ ] those children in future years.”
Id. at 929-30. Additi onally, “the consumer of
child pornography instigates the origina
production of child pornography by providing
an economic motive for creating [it].” Id. at
930. “[PJossession of child pornography is
not avictimless crime. A child somewhere
was used to produce the images downloaded
..., inlarge part, because individualslike [the
defendant] exist to download the images.”
United Sates v. Yuknavich, 419 F.3d 1302,
1310 (11th Cir.2005).

The severe molestation and young children
involved in the images suggest that Duhon's
offense could instigate violent abuse.
According to the PSR, the pictures which
Duhon downloaded were of prepubescent girls
aged eight to ten years.  These pictures
“included photographsof agirl being raped by
an adult man, forced to perform ora sex and
placing foreign objedsinto her vagina” The
PSR also states that Duhon distributed child
pornography to at least one other individual,
his codefendant Berne Life™™
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EN6. The district court apparently
adopted al the factual statements
contained in the PSR with the
exception of paragraph twenty-four.
The adopted facts include paragraph
five, to which Duhon concedesthat he
made no objection. That paragraph
describes the graphic pictures found
on a disc labeled “pics from Dave.”
Life stated that the disc was gven to
him by Duhon.

The court did not resolve a factud
dispute regarding paragraph
twenty-four because it concluded
Duhon's Guideline range would not be
affected. Paragraph twenty-four
states that Duhon “admitted to
investigators that he distributed child
pornography to two or three friends.”
On remand, the didrict court should
resolve al factual issues materid to
the sentence, whether or not they
would affect the advisory range. See
Mares, 402 F.3d at 519.

*720 Under the circumstances, the district
court misjudged the seariousness of Duhon's
offense. As aresult, the sentence imposed
fails to advance sufficiently the sentencing
objectives enumerated in section
3553(a)(2)(A)-(B).

B. Consideration of Sentencing Digarity
with Codefendant

[15] Inimposing itsnon-Guideline sentence of
Sixty months probation, the district court took
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into account that Duhon's codefendant Berne
Life had received a Guideline sentence of
sixty months probation. The court
acknowledged that Life had obtained the
benefit of a downward departure for
“substantial assistance” to the Government
under U.S.S.G. § 5K1.1. Because dispaity
between Duhon's and Life's sentenceswas not
“unwarranted” within the meaning of section
3553(a)(6), the court erred in considering it.
See Long Soldier, 431 F.3d at 1123 (stating
that “a proper or relevant factor is one listed

under 8 3553(a)").

[16] We agree with the FHrst and Eighth
Circuits that a sentencing disparity intended
by Congressis not unwarranted. See United
Sates v. Pho, 433 F.3d 53, 64-65 (1st
Cir.2006); United States v. Sebadtian, 436
F.3d 915-17 (8th Cir.2006) (holding that itis
“theprovinceof the policymaking branches of
government to determine that certain
disparitiesarewarranted, and thusneed not be
avoided’). In other words, “what counts is
the uniformity in sentencing sought by
Congress.” Pho, 433 F.3d at 64-65 (emphasis
in original).

Severa statutory provisions convince us that
Congress believes that defendants who
providesubstantial assistance should generdly
receive lower sentences than otherwise
similarly-situated defendants. Congress has
required that the Sentencing Commission
“assure that the guidelines reflect the general
appropriateness of imposing alower sentence
than would otherwise be imposed ... to take
into account a defendant's substantial
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assistance in the investigation or prosecution
of another person who has committed an
offense” 28 U.S.C. § 994(n). Additionaly,
Congress provides judges the authority to
sentence bel ow the statutory minimum where
the Government moves for a substantia
assistance departure. See 18 U.SC. §
3553(e). Similarly, under 18 U.S.C. §
3559(d)(2), if a defendant renders substantial
assistance, a judge may gve a sentence less
than the otherwise mandatory sentenceof life
imprisonment or death. Lastly, substantial
assistance departures are provided for by the
Sentencing Guidelines, and Congress has
specified those Guidelines as a factor that
must be taken into account in imposing a
sentence. See 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(4)-(5).

Accordingly, we holdthat sentencing disparity
produced by substantial assistance departures
was intended by Congress and is thus not a
proper sentencing consideration under section
3553(a)(6). We note that this conclusion is
consistent both with our pre-Booker
jurisprudence and with the Seventh and
Second Circuits interpretation of section
3553(a)(6). SeeUnited Satesv. Nichals, 376
F.3d 440, 443 (5th Cir.2004) (holding that
disparities resulting from departures for
substantial assistance are“justified”); United
Sates v. Boscarino, 437 F.3d 634, 638 (7th
Cir.2006) (holding that “a sentencing
difference based on one cul prit's assistanceto
the prosecution is legally appropriate’);
United Satesv. Joyner, 924 F.2d 454, 460-61
(2d Cir.1991) (explaining that Congress
intended disparities caused by application of
the Sentencing Guidelines); United Satesv.
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Toohey, 132 Fed.Appx. 883 (2d Cir.2005)
(unpublished) (holding that *“Joyner's
construction of therolethe Guidelinesplay in
*721 8 3553(a)(6) consideration” remains
essentially unchanged in thewake of Booker).
Because Liferendered substantial assistance,
he was differently situated from Duhon in a
way that Congress has deemed material. The
district court should have considered the need
to avoid disparity among similarly-situated
defendants nationwide rathe than disparity
with Duhon's differently-situated codefendant.

We emphasize the limits of thisholding. We
hold only that the disparity at issue herethat
between a codefendant who rendered
substantial assistanceand adefendant who did
not-iswarranted. A judge may still properly
reduce a defendant's sentence for appropriate
mitigating circumstances particular to that
defendant.

IV. Conclusion

Thedistrict court miscal culated the Guideline
range. The sentence diverges from advisory
Guidelines provisions relating to the kinds of
sentence available and Duhon's physical
condition. Furthermore, the sentence does
not reflect sufficiently the seriousness of
Duhon's offense. Lastly, the sentence
improperly gives weight to the Guideline
sentenceof adifferently-situated codefendant.
On the particular circumstances of this case,
the totality of the statutory sentencing factors
fails to reasonably support the court's
sentence. We therefore VACATE Duhon's
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sentence and REMAND for resentencing
consistent with Booker and its progeny.

EMILIO M. GARZA, Circuit Judge,
concurring in part and in the judgment:
| agree with the majority opinion except with
respect to subsection I11.A.2. | would avoid
answering the difficult question of when a
district court makes a “clear error of
judgment” in assessing the seriousness of an
offense. Nor do | agreethat the district court
erred in its observation that the 2003 version
of the Guidelines do not distinguish between
possessors of child pornography who engage
in a pattern of non-intemet based, intradate
mol estation of children and those who do not.
The Sentencing Commission subsequertly
remedied thisoversight by providing for afive
level enhancement where the possessor of
child pornography “engaged in a pattern of
activity involving the sexual abuse or
exploitation of a minor.” U.SS.G. §
2G2.2(b)(5) (2004). Because the current
version of the Guidelines draw this
distinction, it was not unreasonable for the
district court consider the prior version's
defi ciency.

| concur in the judgment, however, because
the district court unreasonably failed to
consider “the need for the sentenceimposedto
afford adequate deterrence to crimina
conduct.” 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(B). The
district court discussed the need to protect the
public from future crimes by Duhon, but it
failed to explain how a sentence of probation
would discourage others inclined to obtain
child pornography. = When the sentence
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imposed is so far below the Guidelinesrange,
genera deterrence becomes a relevant factor
that must be given significant weight. United
Sates v. Haack, 403 F.3d 997, 1004 (8th
Cir.2005) (a sentence is unreasonable where
the “court fails to consider a relevant factor
that should havereceived substantial weight”).
The district court's failure to account for that
important objective deprives this
extraordinarily lenient sentence of the
“compelling justification” required to render
it reasonable. SeeUnited Satesv. Dean, 414
F.3d 725, 729 (7th Cir.2005) (“the farther the
judge's sentence departs from the guidelines
sentence the more compeling the
justification based on factors in section
3553(a) that the judge must offer”).

C.A.5(La.),2006.
U.S. v. Duhon
440 F.3d 711
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UNITED STATES of America,
Plaintiff-Appellee,
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Robert Leslie HENDRIETH,
Defendant-Appellant.
No. 89-3672
Non-Argument Calendar.

Jan. 30, 1991.

Defendant was convicted in the United States
Digtrict Court for the Northern District of
Florida, No. TCR 89-04021, William Stafford,
Chief Judge, of conspiracy to pass counterfeit
money and receipt of counterfeit money with
intent to passit. Defendant appealed. The
Court of Appeals held that: (1) hearsay
statement by unavailable witness allegedly
exculpating defendant was inadmissible; (2)
prosecutor's closing argument about
defendant's failure to call witness other than
police officer and lack of evidence of
innocencedid not entitle defendant tomistrial;
and (3) defendant could be sentenced as
organizer or leader of crniminal activity
involving more than minimal planning or
scheme to defraud more than one victim.

Affirmed.

West Headnotes
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[1] Constitutional Law 92 €~221(4)

92 Constitutional Law
92X 1 Equal Protection of Laws
92k214 Discrimination by Reason of
Race, Color, or Condition
92k221 Constitution of Juries

92k221(4) k. Peremptory
Challenges. Most Cited Cases

Jury 230 €=33(5.15)

230 Jury
23011 Right to Trial by Jury
230k30 Denial or Infringement of Right
230k 33 Constitution and Selection of
Jury
230k33(5) Challenges and
Objections
230k33(5.15) k. Peremptory
Challenges. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 230k33(5.1))
Black prospective juror's status as
sister-in-law of defensewitness, another black
prospective juror's admitted bias against
Government, and third black prospective
juror's inattentiveness and rubbing and rolling
of eyes during voir dire were credible and
nondiscriminatory explanations for
prosecutor's use of peremptory challenges
against jurors, and, thus, use of peremptory
challenges complied with equal protection
clause. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 5, 14.

[2] Criminal Law 110 €~417(15)

110 Crimina Law

Page 2

110XV 1l Evidence

110X V1I(M) Declarations

110k416 Declarations by Third
Persons

110k417 In General
110k417(15) k.
Self-Incriminating or Exculpating

Declarations. Most Cited Cases
Unavailable witness statements to stranger
outside of courtroom that witness was
cooperating with Government by setting up
drug dealers and persons passing counterfat
money was inadmissble under hearsay
exception for statementsagainst penal interest
in prosecution for conspiracy to pass
counterfeit money and receipt of counterfeit
money with intent to pass it; nothing
corroborated stranger's recitation of witness
alleged story. 18 U.S.C.A. 88 371, 473;
Fed.Rules Evid.Rule 804(b)(3), 28 U.S.C.A.

[3] Criminal Law 110 €417(15)

110 Criminal Law
110XV I Evidence
110XV1I(M) Declarations
110k416 Declarations by Third
Persons
110k417 In General
110k417(15) k.
Self-Incriminating or Exculpating
Declarations. Most Cited Cases
Hearsay tending to exculpate defendant may
be admissible if declarant is unavailable,
statement is against decl arant's penal interest,
and corroborating circumstances clearly
indicatetrustworthiness. Fed.RulesEvid.Rule
804(b)(3), 26U.S.C.A.
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[4] Criminal Law 110 €~412.1(1)

110 Criminal Law
110XV 1l Evidence
110X VI1I(M) Declarations
110k411 Declarations by Accused

110k412.1 Voluntary Character

of Statement
110k412.1(1) k. In Generd.

Most Cited Cases
Defendant voluntarily told arresting officer
that defendant wanted to make deal and
voluntarily stated at police department that he
was helping out friend and had “ screwed up,”
and, thus, statementswere admissible, even if
defendant had previously invoked right to
remain silent and to obtain assistance of
counsel. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 5, 6.

[5] Criminal Law 110 €~721(3)

110 Crimina Law
110XX Trid
110X X(E) Arguments and Conduct of
Counsel
110k712 Statements as to Facts,
Comments, and Arguments
110k721 Comments on Failure of
Accused to Testify
110k721(3) k. Nature of
Comment or Reference in General. Most
Cited Cases
Prosecutor'sclosing argument that defendant's
only witness was police officer and tha no
evidenceindicated defendant'sinnocencewas
not comment on defendant’s failure to testify
and, therefore, did not entitle defendant to
mistrial. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 5.
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[6] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
&=725

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V(B) Offense Levels
350HIV (B)3 Factors Applicable to
Several Offenses
350Hk725 k. Planning. Most
Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1251)

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €752

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (C) Adjustments

350H1V(C)2 Factors Increasing

Offense Level
350Hk752 k. Organizers,
Leaders, Managerial Role. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1251)

Defendant, who was convicted of conspiracy
to pass counterfeit money and receipt of
counterfeit money with intent to passit, could
be sentenced asorganizer or leader of criminal
activityinvolving morethanminimal planning
or scheme to defraud more than one victim,
where defendant suggested to another person
that the money be distributed in a certain city,
made arrangementsto sell substantial amount
of currency in that city, and enlisted
codefendant as accomplice to carry out plan.
18U.S.C.A. 88371,473; U.SS.G.881B1.1
et seq., 1B1.1, comment. (n.1), 2F1.1(b)(2),
3B1.1, comment. (n.3), 18 U.S.C.A.App.

[7] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
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€=752

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V(C) Adjustments
350H1V(C)2 Factors Increasing
Offense Level
350Hk752 k. Organizers,
Leaders, Managerial Role. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1251)
Guidelines sentence imposed on defendant as
“organizer” of counterfeiting conspiracy was
not excessive in reldion to shorter sentence
received by accomplice he enlisted, despite
defendant's contention that both participated
amost equaly. U.SS.G. § 3B1.1(a), 18
U.S.C.A.App.; 18 U.S.CA. §§ 371, 473.

*749 Donald S. Modesitt, Tallahassee, Fla,,
for defendant-appellant.

Stephen S. Dobson, 1lI, Asst. U.S. Atty.,
Tallahassee, Fla., for plaintiff-appellee.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Northern District of Florida.

Before JOHNSON and CLARK, Circuit
Judges, and RONEY, Senior Circuit Judge.

PER CURIAM:

Appellant, Robert Leslie Hendrieth, appedls
his conviction and sentence for conspiracy to
pass counterfeit Federal Reserve notes, in
violationof 18 U.S.C. 8371, and for receiving
counterfeit Federal Reserve notes with intent
to pass them as genuine, in violation of 18
U.S.C. §473. Thejury returned averdict of
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guilty on both counts on April 27, 1989.
Appellant was sentenced on August 1, 1989to
thirty-three months imprisonment on each
count, with sentences to run concurrently.
Because we find no error in the district court
proceedings, we affirm.

FACTS

On February 24, 1989, Verbus Arthur Taylor
arrived in Tallahassee, Florida with
approximately $49,500 in counterfeit $10.00
Federa Reserve notes.  Shortly after his
arival in Tallahassee, he met with the
appellant, Robert L eslie Hendrieth, and asked
if Hendriethwoul d accompany himto Canada.

When Taylor showed Hendrieth the
counterfeit money, Hendrieth offered to
distributethe money in Tallahasseeinstead of
accompanying Taylor to Canada. Hendrieth
received al of the counterfeit money and
made arrangements to sell the money in
Tallahassee.

Hendrieth enlisted the aid of Moses
McFadden, Jr. to assist him in finding buyers
for the currency. Hendrieth ultimaely
negotiated with individuals from Gadsden
County, Floridawho agreed to purchase some
of the counterfeitcurrency. Taylor, who was
not involvedinthese meetings, held Hendrieth
responsi blefor negotiating the saleand giving
Taylor his pacentage of the receipts.

One of the individuals at the meeting to
negotiate the sale of currency contacted and
agreed to cooperate with the police. A

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



922 F.2d 748
922 F.2d 748, 32 Fed. R. Evid. Serv. 210
(Cite as: 922 F.2d 748)

subsequent meeting between Hendrieth and
the cooperating buyer ultimately led to
Hendrieth's arrest, indictment, and conviction.
$20,950.00 in counterfeit currency was
recovered from Hendrieth's vehicle.

DISCUSSION

[1] Hendrieth raises five issues on appeal.
First, during jury selection for his trial, the
prosecution exercised three peremptory
challenges, each to exclude a black juror.
The jury selected had no black jurors.
Hendrieth, who is black, challenges the
prosecutor's use of peremptory challenges as
adenia of Equal Protection.

In Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79, 106 S.Ct.
1712, 90 L.Ed.2d 69 (1986), the Supreme
Court held that when, as here, the defendant
establishes a prima facie case of
discrimination, the prosecution must provide
a specific and facially neutral explanation of
its peremptory challenges. In this case, the
district court excluded one juror because she
was the sister-in-law of a defense witness,
another because he admitted bi as against the
government, and a third because she was
inattentive and rubbing and rolling her eyes
during voir dire. *750 Thus, the prosecutor
profferedacredibleand nonracially motivated
explanation for the exclusion of the three
challenged jurors. The requirement
enunciated in Batson having been satisfied,
the district court properly overruled the
defendant's objection to peremptory
challenges.
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[2] Next, the defendant arguesthat the district
court erred when it denied defense counsdl's
request to present hearsay evidence of
statementsmade by awitnesswhoinvoked his
Fifth Amendment right to remain silent.
Defendant argues that he needs the testimony
of Sandy Payne, an alleged drug-informant
who, prior toHendrieth'strial, wasarrested on
drug charges and who properly invoked his
Fifth Amendment privilege against
self-incrimination. Once Payne became
unavailable, the defendant sought tointroduce
Payne's alleged exculpatory statements
through the statements of Addys Walker.
Walker claimed that he was in the federal
courthouselooking for his attorney, who also
was Hendrieth's counsel, when Payne, a
stranger to Addys Walker, began a
conversation with him while the two were
sitting outside the courtroom on the day of
Hendrieth'strial. Payneallegedlytold Walker
that, among other things, Payneand hisfamily
were drug dealers and that to avoid arrest, he
had been cooperating with the government by
setting up drug dealers and persons passing
counterfeit money.

[3] Statements made by a witness who is
unavailable at trial which tend to exculpate a
defendant may be admissible as a hearsay
exception under Federal Rule804(b) if (1) the
declarant is unavailable; (2) the statements
are against the declarant's penal interest; and
(3) corroborating circumstances clearly
indicate the trustworthiness of the statement.
Fed.R.Evid. 804(b)(3); United Sates v.
Gossett, 877 F.2d 901, 906 (11th Cir.1989),
cert. denied, 493 U.S. 1082, 110 S.Ct. 1141,
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107 L.Ed.2d 1045 (1990). “Unavailability,”
for purposes of the Rule, includes a declarant
not testifying because of privilege.
Fed.R.Evid. 804(a)(1); United Sates v.
Thomas, 571 F.2d 285, 288 (5th Cir.1978).

Under the “clearly erroneous’ standard of
review for failure to consider an element of
admissibility under Rule 804(b)(3), United
Sates v. Bagley, 537 F.2d 162, 166 (5th
Cir.1976), cert. denied, 429 U.S. 1075, 97
S.Ct. 816, 50 L.Ed.2d 794 (1977), this court
finds no error in the district court's
determination that no evidence existed to
corroborate Walker's recitation of Payne's
alleged story that he had been setting up
peoplefor thegovernment. Thedistrict court
also considered Walkea's motive to
misrepresent the matter, the character of the
speaker, whether other peopl e heard the out of
court statement, the spontaneity of the
statement, and the relationship between the
speaker and the witness. The district court
found Walker completely unworthy of belief
and, asaresult, was unableto determinewhat,
if any, statements actually were made by
Payne. SeeUnited Statesv. Alvarez, 584 F.2d
694, 701-02 (5th Cir.1978) (pursuant to
804(b)(3), the court should determine
credibility primarily by analysis of the
probable veracity of the in-court witness and
the reliability of the out-of-court declarant).
Payne's statements, thus, were properly
excluded under the rules of evidence.

[4] Third, Hendrieth claims that the district
court erred by permitting the government to
introduce evidence of statements alleged to
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have been made by the defendant while in
custody and after the defendant had invoked
his right to remain silent and to obtain the
assistance of counsel. Thedistrict court, ina
hearing held outside the presence of the jury,
heard testimony of the arresting officer, Ray
Jones, that he advised Hendrieth of his
Miranda rights, and Hendrieth responded
“Let's make a deal.” Officer Walter Beck
corroborated Jones testimony. Both officers
testified that Hendrieth volunteered additional
information at the police department, stating
that he was helping out a friend and had
“screwed up.” He repeated his statements,
while on the telephone, within earshot of the
police officers.

Thiscourt previously has held that statements
made while in custody are not per se
involuntary, *751Martin v. Wainwright, 770
F.2d 918 (11th Cir.1985), cert. denied, 479
U.S. 909, 107 S.Ct. 307, 93 L.Ed.2d 281
(1986), and statements voluntarily made by
the defendant after he has invoked his
Miranda rights are admissible against him.
United Sates v. Ogueri, 798 F.2d 452 (11th
Cir.1986). When a defendant deliberately
chooses to initiate or continue conversation,
Michigan v. Mosley, 423 U.S. 96, 103-06, 96
S.Ct. 321, 326-27, 46 L.Ed.2d 313, 321-22
(1975), the statementsviol ate neither the Fifth
Amendment right against self-incrimination
nor the Sixth Amendment right to counsel.
Smithv. United States, 505 F.2d 824, 829 (6th
Cir.1974). Considering all the facts and
circumstances of the possble waiver by
Hendrieth of his Miranda rights, wefind that
Hendrieth's statements were made voluntarily
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and were admissibe on that basis.

[5] Fourth, the defendant challenges the
prosecutor's reference in closing agument to
thedefendant's failureto call certain witnesses
or present evidence that he was not guilty.
During closing argument the prosecutor stated
that “the only witness the defense cdled was
a police officer,” and pointed to the
defendant'sfailureto call additional witnesses.

He commented that “[t]here has been no
evidence presented that indicates that Robert
Leslie Hendrieth is not guilty” and made
similar statements regarding the lack of
exculpatory evidence.

“The test for determining whether a
prosecutor's commentswarrant the granting of
a new tria is (1) whether the remarks were
improper and (2) whether they prejudcially
affected substantial rights of the defendant's.”
United Sates v. Vera, 701 F.2d 1349, 1361
(11th Cir.1983). The prosecutor at
Hendrieth's trial made no comment on the
defendant's own failure to testify. His
remarks were directed to the failure of the
defense to counter or explain the evidence.
United States v. Watson, 866 F.2d 381 (11th
Cir.1989) (mistrial unnecessary when
prosecutor commented on the failure of the
defense to counter evidence presented by the
government); United Sates v. Bright, 630
F.2d 804, 825 (5th Cir.1980); United Satesv.
Hartley, 678 F.2d 961 (11th Cir.1982), reh'g
denied, 688 F.2d 852, cert. denied, 459 U.S.
1170,103 S.Ct. 815, 74 L .Ed.2d 1014 (1983).
For these reasons, we find no error in the
failureof thedistrict court to declareamistrial
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based upon prosecutor'sremarksto thejury.

[6] Findly, Hendrieth arguesthat his sentence
IS not in accordance with the Sentencing
Guidelines. He challenges the court's
characterization of him as an “organizer” or
“leader” of the criminal activity and the
resulting increase in his sentence under the
guidelines. U.S.S.G. § 3B1.1(a). Hendrieth
also challengesthe court's upward adjustment
for criminal activity involving more than
minimal planning or a scheme to defraud
morethanonevictim. U.S.S.G. § 2F1.1(b)(2).

The guidelines commentary provides that in
considering the role of the defendant as a
“leader” or “organizer,” the court should
consider, among other things, “the exercise of
decision making authority, ... the recruitment
of accomplices, ... the degree of participation
in planning or organizing the offense, [and]
the nature and scope of the illegal activity.”
U.S.S.G. 8§ 3B1.1, comment. (n. 3). “More
than minima plaoning” means “more
planning than istypical for commission of the
offense in simple form.” It exists in “any
case involving repeated acts over a period of
time, unlessit is clear that each instance was
purely opportune.” U.SSG. § 1B1.1,

comment. (n. 1f).

We find no basis in the record for appellant's
chalenge of his sentence. Hendrieth
suggestedto Taylor that the counterfeit money
be distributed in Tallahassee and made
arrangementsto sell a substantial amount of
currency in Tallahassee; he had complete
responsibility for negotiating its sale.
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Hendrieth enlisted the aid of McFadden as an
accomplice to carry out hisplan. This court
hasrecognizedthat “[t]he sentenceimposedis
committed to the discretion of the trial court
and, so long as the sentence falls within the
range provided by statute, generally will not
be reviewed on appeal.” United Sates v.
Funt, 896 F.2d 1288, 1298 (11th Cir.1990).
Onthesefacts, * 752 it isclear that Hendri eth's
sentence falls within the statutory guidelines
for sentencing.

[7] Finally, Hendrieth emphasizes that a
comparison of the offenses of Hendrieth and
his co-defendant, McFadden, shows that
although both participated almost equally in
the offense, Hendrieth's sentence under the
guidelines was substantially greater than
McFadden's sentence. However, this court
has rejected as “frivdous’ challenges to
sentencing because a co-defendant received a
less severe penalty. United States v. Allen,
724 F.2d 1556, 1558 (11th Cir.1983), reh'g
denied, 732 F.2d 944 (1984). His sentence
will not be disturbed on appeal.

In light of the foregoing, the conviction and
sentence imposed against Robert Ledlie
Hendrieth is AFFIRMED.

C.A.11 (Fla),1991.
U.S. v. Hendrieth
922 F.2d 748, 32 Fed. R. Evid. Serv. 210
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United States Court of Appeals,Eighth
Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
V.
Manuel Earl GATEWOOD,
Defendant-Appellee.
No. 05-1865.

Submitted: Dec. 13, 2005.
Filed: Feb. 27, 2006.

Background: Defendant wasconvictedinthe
United States District Court for the Western
District of Missouri, Scott O. Wright, J., of
being afelon in possession of afirearm, and
the government appealed his 36-month
sentence.

5Holding: The Court of Appeals, Loken,
Chief Judge, held that sentence was
unreasonable.

Reversed and remanded.
West Headnotes

[1] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651
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350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In General
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
Because the Guidelines are fashioned taking
the other statutory sentencing factors into
account and arethe product of years of careful
sudy, the guidelines sentencing range, though
advisory, is presumed reasonable. 18
U.S.C.A.83553(a); U.S.S.G.81B1.1 et seq.,
18 U.S.CA.

[2] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
When the district court has varied from the
guidelinesrange based upon itsanalysisof the
other statutory sentencing factors, thecourt of
appeals must examine whether the district
court's decision to grant a variance from the
appropriate guidelines range is reasonable,
and whether the extent of any variance is
reasonable. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a); U.S.S.G.
8§1B1.1etseq., 18U.S.CA.

[3] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€905

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (H) Proceedings
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350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350HK992 Findings and

Statement of Reasons

350HK995 k. Necessity. Most
Cited Cases
For the court of appeals to properly carry out
the gppelate review mandated by United
Satesv. Booker, it isessentia that the district
court explain the reasons why it has imposed
a sentence outside the guidelines sentencing
range in a particular case. 18 U.S.CA. §
3553(c)(2); U.SS.G. 8§ 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€996

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350HKk992 Findings and
Statement of Reasons
350HKk996 k. Sufficiency.
Most Cited Cases
Sentences varying from the guidelines range
are reasonable so long as the judge offers
appropriate justification under the statutory
sentencing factors; how compelling that
justification must be is proportiona to the
extent of the difference between the advisory
range and the sentenceimposed. 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 3553(a); U.SSG. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=726(4)
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350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V(B) Offense Levels
350H1V (B)3 Factors Applicable to
Several Offenses
350HKk726 Dangerous Weapons
or Destructive Devices
350Hk726(4) k. Use. Most
Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €779

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(E) Prior or Subsequent
Misconduct
350HKk779 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases

Weapons 406 €~17(8)

406 Weapons
406k17 Crimina Prosecutions

406k17(8) k. Sentence and Punishment.
Most Cited Cases
Defendant's 36-month sentence for being a
felon in possession of a firearm was
unreasonably lenient; advisory guidelines
sentencing range was 63-78 months, violent
nature of defendant'srel evant conduct of using
stolen shotgun to aggressively threaten
grocery store cashier while robbing store
argued against leniency, defendant's prior
criminal history, while not egregious, did not
justify extreme leniency, defendant had
lengthy history of drug abuse without
successful effort to turn his life around, and
sentence did not afford adequate deterrence,
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protect public from further crimes by
defendant, or avoid unwarranted sentencing
disparity. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

*895 Jim Y. Lynn, Asst. U.S. Atty., argued,
Jefferson City, MO (Todd P. Graves, U.S.
Atty, Kansas City, MO, on the brief), for
appellant.

David R. Mercer, Asst. Fed. Public Defender,
argued, Springfield, MO, (Raymond C.
Conrad, Jr., Fed. Public Defender, on the
brief), for appellee.

Before LOKEN, Chief Judge, WOLLMAN
and RILEY, Circuit Judges.

LOKEN, Chief Judge.

Manuel Gatewood pleaded guilty to being a
felon in possession of afirearm. Thedistrict
court sentenced him to 36 months in prison,
substantially below the advisory guidelines
sentencing range of 63 to 78 months. The
United Statesappeals. Weagreethe sentence
is unreasonable and therefore remand for
resentenci ng.

Gatewood entered a grocery store in
Camdenton, Missouri in March 2004. He
asked the cashier for change, removing a
shotgun from his coat when she opened the
register. Hestuck the shotgunin the cashier's
chest, said “ don't fuckingmove,” and grabbed
over $1600 from the register. The shotgun
had been stolen from alocal business where
Gatewood formerly worked. After Gatewood
pleaded guilty to being afelonin possession,
the government dismissed a charge of
possession of astolenfirearm. A statecharge

Page 3

of robbery was awaiting trial.

The district court held a sentencing hearing
two weeks after the Supreme Court's decision
in United Statesv. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125
S.Ct. 738, 160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). The
district court determined that Gatewood's
guidelines *896 sentencing range is 63 to 78
months in prison. Gatewood then argued
that, under Booker, the court had discretion to
sentence him anywhere within the statutory
range (zero to ten years). Gatewood urged a
36-month sentence to be saved concurrently
with any sentence Gatewood received in the
pending state criminal proceedings. The
district court, without explanation, imposed a
concurrent 36-month sentence.

Under Booker, the sentencing guidelines are
no longer a mandatory regime. Instead, the
district court must taketheadvisory guidelines
into account together with other sentencing
factors enumerated in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).
543 U.S. at 259-60, 125 S.Ct. 738. In
fashioning an appropriate sentence, thedistrict
court must first calculate the applicable
guidelines sentencing range. United Satesv.
Haack, 403 F.3d 997, 1002-03 (8th Cir.), cert.
denied --- U.S. ----, 126 S.Ct. 276, 163
L.Ed.2d 246 (2005). The court may then
impose a sentence outside the range in order
to “tailor the sentence in light of [the] other
statutory concerns’ in8 3553(a). Booker, 543
U.S. at 245-46, 125 S.Ct. 738.

[1][2] When the district caurt has correctly
determined theguidelinessentencingrange, as
in this case, we review the resulting sentence
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for reasonableness. This standard is akin to
our traditional review for abuse of discretion.
Because the Guidelines are fashioned taking
the other § 3553(a) factors into account and
are the product of years of careful study, the
guidelines sentencing range, though advisory,
IS presumed reasonable. See United Statesv.
Lincoln, 413 F.3d 716, 717 (8th Cir.2005);
United Sates v. Mykytiuk, 415 F.3d 606, 608
(7th Cir.2005). When the district court has
varied from the guidelines range based upon
itsanalysis of the other § 3553(a) factors, we
must examine whether “the district court's
decision to grant a 8§ 3553(a) variance from
theappropriateguidelinesrangeisreasonable,
and whether the extent of any 8§ 3553(a)
variance ... is reasonable.” United Sates v.
Mashek, 406 F.3d 1012, 1017 (8th Cir.2005);
see Haack, 403 F.3d at 1004. A “range of
reasonableness’” is within the court's
discretion. United Sates v. Saenz, 428 F.3d
1159, 1165 (8th Cir.2005).

[3][4] For this court to properly carry out the
appellate review mandated by Booker, it is
essential that the district court explain the
reasonswhy it hasimposed a sentence outside
the guidelines sentencing rangein a particular
case. See 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(c)(2); United
Sates v. McMannus, 436 F.3d 871 (8th
Cir.2006). Wedo not requirearoterecitation
of each § 3553(a) factor, but the court should
explain both the decision to vary and the
extent of the variance. United Sates v.
Dieken, 432 F.3d 906, 909 (8th Cir.2006).
“ Sentences varying from the guidelines range
... are reasonable so long as the judge offers
appropriate justification under the factors
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specified in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). How
compelling that justification must be is
proportional to the extent of the difference
between the advisory range and the sentence
imposed.” United Satesv. Johnson, 427 F.3d
423, 426-27 (7th Cir.2005) (citation omitted);
see United Sates v. Dalton, 404 F.3d 1029,
1033 (8th Cir.2005).

[5] In this case, the district court sentenced
Gatewood only two weeks after Booker was
decided, beforethese principleseven beganto
evolve.  The court granted a substantial
downward variance-forty-threepercent bel ow
the bottom of the advisoy guidelines
range-with no explanation of why this
sentence is warranted by the other § 3553(a)
factors. Moreover, our review of the record
suggests that Gatewood is hardly the sort of
*897 felon-in-possession offender who
warrants a substantial downward variance.

He used a stolen shotgun to aggressively
threaten agrocery store cashier while robbing
the store. The violent nature of this relevant
conduct argues against leniency. Gatewood's
prior crimina history, while not egregous,
does not justify extremeleniency. Gatewood
arguesthat the sentenceisreasonabl e because
of his history of drug abuse. But the
Guidelines prohibit departures based upon
drug dependence or abuse because
“[s]ubstance abuse is highly correlated to an
increased propensity to commit crime.”
U.S.S.G. 8§ 5H1.4 (policy statement); see
U.S.S.G. § 5K2.0(d)(1) (policy statement).

Whileaguidelines departure prohibition does
not preclude the district court from
considering that factor when the issue is a
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variance under Booker, the Sentencing
Commission's policy statements show the
need to explain why a particular defendant's
drug problems warrant extreme leniency.
Gatewood has alengthy history of drug abuse
without the extraordinary and successful effort
to turn his life around demonstrated by the
defendant in United Satesv. Kicklighter, 413
F.3d 915, 917 (8th Cir.2005), where the court
imposed the mandatory minimum sentence of
120 months rather than the bottom of the
guidelines sentencing range, 188 months.

On this record, we conclude that the
substantial downward variance to a 36-month
sentence results in punishment that does not
accurately reflect the seriousness of
Gatewood's offense conduct and does not
afford adequate deterrence or protect the
public from further crimes by this defendant.
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2). In addition, the
sentencefailsto avoid unwarranted sentencing
disparity among defendants with similar
criminal  histories who have illegally
possessed stolen firearms to commit armed
robberies.  See 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(6);
United States v. Rogers, 400 F.3d 640, 642
(8th Cir.2005), cert. denied --- U.S. ----, 126
S.Ct. 1020, 163 L.Ed.2d 865 (2006).
Accordingly, the sentence is unreasonable.
The judgment of the district court is reversed
and the case i s remanded f or resentencing.

C.A.8 (Mo.),2006.
U.S. v. Gatewood
438 F.3d 894

Briefsand Other Related Documents(Back to

top)
« 05-1865 (Docket) (Mar. 31, 2005)
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United States Court of Appeals,Eighth
Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America,
Paintiff-Appellee,
V.
Jesus IMENEZ-GUTIERREZ,
Defendant-Appellant.
No. 04-2119.

Submitted: Jan. 11, 2005.
Filed: Oct. 13, 2005.

Background: Defendant wasconvicted, upon
a guilty plea, in the United States District
Court for the Western District of Missouri,
Nanette K. Laughrey, J.,, of conspiring to
distribute fifty grams or more of a mixture or
substance containing methamphetamine.
Defendant appeal ed, challenging hissentence.

Holdings. The Court of Appeals, Méelloy,
Circuit Judge, heldthat:

2(1) imposition of two-level managerial role
sentencing increase was warranted, and

3(2) sentence imposed under mandatory
Sentencing Guidelineswas planly erroneous,
warranting remand for resentencing under the
advisory Guidelines.
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Affirmed in part; vacated in part; and
remanded.

Calloton, Circuit Judge, filed concurring
opinion.

West Headnotes
[1] Criminal Law 110 €1042

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review

110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review

110XXIV(E)1 In Genera
110k1042 k. Sentence or

Judgment. Most Cited Cases
When adefendant rai sesasentencingissuefor
the first time on appeal, the appellate court
reviews only for plain error.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=752

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (C) Adjustments
350HIV(C)2 Factors Increasing
Offense Level
350HKk752 k. Organizers,
Leaders, Managerial Role. Most Cited Cases
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Imposition of two-level managerid role
sentencing increase was warranted for
defendant convicted of conspiri ng to distribute
fifty grams or more of amixture or substance
containing methamphetamine; drug courier
who was stopped for speeding implicated
defendant as her supervisor and contact
person, when courier reported to supervisor
that her van broke down, defendant met
courier with a plane ticket, and wired her
somecash. U.S.S.G. 83B1.1(c), 18 U.S.C.A.

[3] Criminal Law 110 1042

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review

110XX1V(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review

110X XIV(E)1 In General
110k1042 k. Sentence or

Judgment. Most Cited Cases

Criminal Law 110 €=1181.5(8)

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review
110XXIV(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1181.5 Remand in Generd;
Vacation
110k1181.5(3) Remand for
Determination or Reconsideration of
Particular Matters
110k1181.5(8) k. Sentence.
Most Cited Cases
Sentence imposed under mandatory
Sentencing Guidelines for defendant
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convicted of conspiring to distribute fifty
grams or more of a mixture or substance
containing methamphetamine was plainly
erroneous, warranting remand for resentencing
under the advisory Guidelines; sentence
imposed was at bottom of Guidelines range,
sentencing court expressed its dissatisfaction
with the lack of discretion under the
Guidelines, and with the large sentencing
discrepancy between defendant's Guidelines
sentence and that of anothe participant in
conspiracy, and court stated its belief that
defendant's sentence was very punitive.
U.S.S.G.81B1.1et seg., 18 U.S.CA.

[4] Criminal Law 110 €~1042

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review

110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review

110X XIV(E)1 In Genera
110k1042 k. Sentence or

Judgment. Most Cited Cases
A district court's statements specific to a
sentence actualy imposed are relevant to the
prejudice inquiry, in determining whether
sentence imposed under the mandatory
Sentencing Guidelineswas planly erroneous.
U.SS.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[5] Criminal Law 110 €1042

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
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Review
110XXIV(E)1 In General

110k1042 k. Sentence or

Judgment. Most Cited Cases

Theshowing of a“ reasonableprobahility” that

sentencing court would have imposed alesser

sentence under the advisory Sentencing

Guidelines, as required to demonstrate that

sentence under the mandatory Guidelineswas

plainly erroneous, does not equateto proof by

a preponderance of the evidence. U.S.S.G. §

1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

West CodenotesLimitation

RecognizedU.S.S.G. § 3B1.1(c), 18 U.S.C.A.

*1124 Anita L. Burns, Asst. Fed. Public
Defender, Kansas City, MO (Raymond C.
Conrad, Jr., Fed. Public Defender), for
appellant.

Philip M. Koppe, Asst. U.S. Atty., Kansas
City, MO (Bruce Rhoades, Spec. Asst. U.S.
Atty., Todd P. Graves, U.S. Atty., on the
brief), for appellee.

BeforeMELLQY, SMITH,and COLLOTON,
Circuit Judges.

MELLOQY, Circuit Judge.
Jesus Jimenez-Gutierrez pled guilty to
conspiring to distributefifty grams or more of
a mixture or substance containing
methamphetamine. At sentencing, he
received a two-level enhancement due to his
rolein the offense as a manager or supervisor.
The resultant Guidelines range was 188 to
235months. Thedistrict court sentenced him
at the bottom of this range, 188 months.

Page 3

[1] On appeal, Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez aleges
error in the district court's application of the
two-level enhancement. Healso allegeserror
under Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S. 296,
124 S.Ct. 2531, 159 L .Ed.2d 403 (2004) and
United Sates v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125
S.Ct. 738, 160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). “We
review the distri ct court's decision to assess a
sentencing enhancement based upon a
defendant's roleinthe offensefor clear error.”
United Sates v. Johnson, 278 F.3d 749, 752
(8th Cir.2002). Regarding the
Blakely/Booker issue, because Mr.
Jimenez-Gutierrez raised this issue for the
first time on appeal, wereview only for plain
error. United Sates v. Pirani, 406 F.3d 543

(8th Cir.2005).

[2] For a two-level managerial role
enhancement to apply, itisonly necessary that
the defendant supervise or manage one other
participant. See U.S.S.G. 8§3Bl.lcmt. 2
(“To qualify for a [U.SS.G. § 3B1.1(c) ]
adjustment ... the defendant must have been
the ... manager or supervisor of one or more
other participants.”) The record in thiscase
demonstrates, at a minimum, that Mr.
Jimenez-Gutierrez was a supervisor/contact
person at the destination point for a drug
courier on an Arizona-to-Minnesota drug
shipment. When officers stopped the courier
for speeding in Missouri and discovered
drugs, the courier agreed to cooperate. Her
statements implicated Mr. Jmenez as a
supervisor. Also, Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez's
own actions showed that he played a
supervisory role. The courier cooperated by
caling Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez to ask for
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instructions and help. She told Mr.
Jimenez-Gutierrez that her van had broken
down. Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez then traveled
from Minnesota to Missouri, receiving
numerous calls from the courier during his
trip. When he arrived at the courig’svanin
Missouri, officersarrested* 1125 him. Atthe
time of his arrest, he had a plane ticket and
travel itinerary for the courier as well as the
cell phone shehad called. Inaddition, he had
wired the courier $300 prior to her trip, as
demonstrated by a receipt found in the
courier's van. This evidence is sufficient to
support the district courts finding that Mr.
Jmenez-Gutierrez supervised the courier.

Regarding the Blakely/Booker issue, the
district court understandably treated the
Guidelines as mandatory at Mr.
Jimenez-Gutierrez's May 2004 sentencing.
We now know that thiswas error. InPirani
406 F.3d at 552, we staed that a
Blakely/Booker eror affects a defendant's
substantial rightsand may beplain error if the
defendant can show a reasonable probability
that the district court would have granted a
more favorable sentence had it treated the
Guiddlines as advisory.

[3] In this case, the district court sentenced
Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez at the bottom of the
Guidelines range.  Also, the district court
made repeated statements at sentencing to
explain its dissatisfaction with Mr.
Jmenez-Gutierrez's Guidelines sentence.

The district court was primarily dissatisfied
with the discrepancy between the sentence
imposed upon the courier, twenty-four
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months, and the minimum sentence available
for Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez, 188 months.
Counsel for Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez raised the
issue of the discrepancy, and the district court
asked the government how it justified such a
discrepancy. The government stated that the
courier had not brought drugs into the United
States. In response to this comment, the
district court stated, “ There's no evidencethat
he[Mr. Jmenez-Guti errez] brought drugsinto
the country. There's evidence that he
arranged this transportation of these drugs.”
The government then claimed that Mr.
Jmenez-Gutierrez had arranged multipleother
instances involving the transportation of
drugs. Thedistrict court responded, “Tha is
not before the court.”

The district court later stated, “And the
question is, that is a large discrepancy for
peoplewho werebasically involved in exactly
the same conspiracy with exactly the same
drugs with exactly the same purity with
dightly different roles.” The district court
then noted that the long sentence for Mr.
Jimenez-Gutierrez and the downward
departure for the courier resulted in “a very
generous reward to her or an unduly punitive
awardtohim.” Next, thedistrict court stated,
“[i]t is hard, though, to argue that it in any
way promotes the idea of uniformity in
sentencing, which is what the [G]uidelines
were intended to achieve.... It does not
promoteuni formity. Therearewildly varying
levels of departures for the courts, and for
every[United StatesAttorney] inthe country.”

The discussion continued and the district
court continued to express di ssati sfaction with
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the lack of discretion availablein sentenci ng.
The district court concluded:

| wonder what would happen if the judges
routinely just said no downwad departures,
period. You can ask for them, but the judges
say no. It would beinteresting to see what
would happen under those circumstances.
Given the punitiveness of the [G]uidelines,
sometimesit'svery difficult. Inanattempt to,
in fact, do justice, we find ourselves in a
Catch-22. Regardlessof what we do, thereis
an element of injustice in it, and | think this
caseisagood demonstration of the element of
injusticeinit. Notthat Mr. Jimenez didn't get
what he deserved, but Ms. Salinas probably
didnt get what she deserved through the
generosity of the government.

| have given the defendant the low end of the
[G]uideline, given the very punitive nature of
the [G]uidelines. It is *1126 more than
sufficient to deter the defendant and those like
him from enteri ng the United Statesto engage
in drug conduct, drug conspiracy conduct.

[4] We held in Pirani that a sentence at the
bottom of the Guidelines range, standing
alone, is insufficient to demonstrate a
reasonable probability that the district court
would have imposed a more favorable
sentence under an advisory regime. Pirani

406 F.3d at 553. Wealso stated that adistrict
court's expression of a general dissatisfaction
with the Guidelines fals to demonstrate the
required reasonable probability of a lesser
sentence. Id. at 553 n. 6. In contrast, adistrict
court's statements specific to a sentence
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actually imposed are relevant to the prejudice
inquiry. Id.; United States w.
Rodriguez-Ceballos, 407 F.3d 937, 941 (8th

Cir.2005).

Applyingtheserules, we seethat therecord in
this case ismixed. The district court spoke
generallyabout the Guidelinesand specifically
about the sentence. Speaking generdly, the
district court stated that it believed a system
that allowed for such large discrepancies was
unjust. Speaking about the sentence actually
imposed, thedistrict court emphasi zed that the
present case was an example of what it
believed to be unjust. The didrict court, in
fact, sentenced Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez at the
bottom of the Guidelinesrange and expressly
stated that it believed the Guidelines to be
“very punitive,” that the sentence imposed on
Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez might be an “unduy
punitive award to him,” and that the sentence
it felt bound to impose was “more than
sufficient to deter the defendant.” On the
other hand, the district court stated, “not that
Mr. Jimenez didn't get what he deserved.”

[5] Taken together, we believe that the
bottom-of -the-range sentence and thedistrict
court's statements are sufficient to show a
reasonable probability that the district court
would have imposed a lesser sentence under
an advisory Gudelines regime.  In this
regard, we note that the plain error standard
for relief expressed in United Satesv. Olano,
507 U.S. 725, 731, 113 S.Ct. 1770, 123
L.Ed.2d 508 (1993), and applied in Pirani is
difficult but not impossible for defendants to
satisfy. A reasonable probability does not
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mean certainty. In fact, it does not even
equate to proof by a preponderance of the
evidence. See United Sates v. Dominguez
Benitez, 542 U.S. 74, 124 S.Ct. 2333, 2340 n.
9, 159 L.Ed.2d 157 (2004) (describing the
plain error standard and noting that, “The
reasonable-probability standard is not the
same as, and should not be confused with, a
requirement that a defendant prove by a
preponderance of the evidence that but for
error thingswould havebeen different.”); see
also, Kylesv. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419, 434, 115
S.Ct. 1555, 131 L.Ed.2d 490 (1995) (stating
that, the “touchstone ... is a ‘reasonable
probability’ of a different result, and the
adjective is important. The question is not
whether the defendant would morelikely than
not have received a different verdict.”).
Becausethereasonable probability standardis
not the same as a preponderance of the
evidence standard, we need not determine
whether it was more likely that the district
court wanted to impose a lesser sentence on
Mr. Jimenez Gutierrez or a greater sentence
on the courier. The district court's language
in this case leaves open the reasongble
probability that either or both outcomes were
desired. Therecord in this caseis sufficient
for Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez to make the
requisite showing under Pirani.

Becausethereis areasonable probability that
Mr. Jimenez-Gutierrez would havereceived a
lesser sentence under an advisory regime, we
must determine whether the fourth Olano
factor is satisfied, i.e,, whether the error
“serioudly affect[ed] the fairness, integrity, or
public reputation of judicial*1127
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proceedings.” Olano, 507 U.S. at 732, 113
S.Ct. 1770. We believe that thisfinal factor
is satified by the fact that the sentence Mr.
Jimenez-Gutierrez received may be much
longer than what the district court would have
imposed under an advisory Guidelinesregime.
Rodriguez-Ceballas, 407 F.3d at 941.

We affirm as to the two-level enhancement
but vacate the sentence and remand for
re-sentencing in light of Booker.

COLLOTON, Circuit Judge, concurring.

As the court recounts, the record in this case
shows that the district court granted a
substantial sentence reduction to Linda
Salinas, based on her provision of substantial
assistanceintheinvestigation and prosecution
of others, and then expressed frustration that
Jesus Jimenez-Gutierrez, who provided no
such assistance, was subject to a much
lengthier term of imprisonment under the
then-mandatory sentencing guidelines. It
seems to me that there is a substantia
guestion whether a district court may, in
essence, create a “sentence disparity” by
granting a reduction under the now-advisory
guidelines to one defendant based on the
provision of substantial assistance, and then
“reasonably,” within the meaning of United
Satesv. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738,
160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005), vary from the
advisory guidelines based solely on this
“di gparity” when sentencing another defendant
who declined an opportunity to provide such
assistance. Congress clearly thought it
appropriate that defendants who provide
substantial assistance should receive lower
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sentences than would otherwise be imposed,
see 28 U.S.C. §994(n); 18 U.S.C. § 3553(e),
so it is difficult to conclude that Congress at
the sametime believed that such reductionsin
sentence would cause “ unwarranted sentence
disparities’ that need to be avoided. See 18
U.S.C. § 3553(a)(6). But given the “mixed”
record, | accept the court's conclusion that
there is a “reasonable probability” that the
district court, if aware of Booker, would have
preferred to reduce Jimenez-Gutierrez's
sentence on the basis of aperceived “ sentence
disparity.” And our precedent holds that the
fourth prong of plain error anaysis does not
entail consideration of whether the proffered
reason for amorefavorable sentencewould be
reasonablewithregardto 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).
Cf. United States v. Betterton, 417 F.3d 826,
833-36  (8th Cir.2005) (Hansen, J.,
concurring).  Therefore, 1 concur in the
decision to remand this casefor resentencing,
although theultimateresult may beimposition
of the same sentence.

C.A.8 (Mo.),2005.
U.S. v. Jimenez-Gutierrez
425 F.3d 1123
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Gregory Alan KRUTSINGER, aso known
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Katherine Colleen O'Meara,
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Background: Defendants pled guilty in the
United States District Court for the District of
North Dakota, Ralph R. Erickson, J., to
making false declarations before a grand jury
and obstruction of justice. The government
appeal ed the sentences imposed.

3Holding: The Court of Appeds, Méelloy,
Circuit Judge, held that district court did not
abuse its discretion by imposing sentences of
21-months and 24-months imprisonment.

Affirmed.
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West Headnotes
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110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XI1V(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
The standard of review for sentencesimposed
by the district court is whether the district
court abused its discretion by imposing
unreasonabl e sentences on the defendants.

[2] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110X X1V (N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
The Court of Appeals examines the statutory
sentencing factors to determine whether a
sentence is unreasonable. 18 U.S.C.A. §

3553(a).

[3] Obstructing Justice 282 €~21

282 Obstructing Justice
282k21 k. Sentence and Punishment. M ost
Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €56

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in
General
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350HK56 k. Sentence or Disposition
of Co-Participant or Codefendant. Most Cited
Cases
District court did not abuseits discretion by
imposing sentences of 21-months and
24-months imprisonment on two defendants
who pled guilty to making false declarations
before agrand jury and obstruction of justice,
even though the guidelinesrange was sixty to
eighty-seven months, to avoid unwarranted
sentencedisparitieswith codefendant who had
aready been sentenced, and thus sentences
were not unreasonable; within four month
period four individuals with same criminal
history committed samecrimeof lyinginfront
of grand jury regardinginvol vement of friends
and relatives in drug conspiracy, first
codefendant sentenced received fifteen month
sentence, but by the time defendants were
sentenced government was able to atribute
more drugs to conspiracy, resulting in higher
guidelinesrangesfor defendants. 18 U.S.C.A.

3553(a)(6).

*828 Counsel who presented argument on
behalf of the appellant was Christopher C.
Myers, AUSA, of Fargo, ND.

Counsel who presented argument on behalf of
appellee Krutsinger was Sara K. Sorenson of
Fargo, ND. Arguing on behalf of appellee
O'Mearawas Matthew D. Greenley of Fargo,
ND.

Before RILEY, HEANEY, and MELLQY,
Circuit Judges.

MELLQY, Circuit Judge.

Gregory Alan Krutsinger and Katherine
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Colleen O'Meara pled guilty to making false
declarationsbeforeagrand jury inviolation of
18 U.S.C. 81623 and obstruction of justicein
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1503. They were
sentenced by the didrict court 22 to
twenty-one and twenty-four months
respectively. The governmert filed atimely
appeal, arguing that the sentences were
unreasonable. Weaffirm.

EN1. The Honorable Raph R.
Erickson, United States District Judge
for the District of North Dakota.

Krutsinger and O'Meara were low-level
participantsin alarge conspiracy to distribute
methamphetamine. Both testified before a
grand jury pursuant to a grant of informal
immunity. Both later pled guilty for having
committed perj ury.

The district court found that the underlying
conspiracy involved more than fifteen
kilogramsof methamphetamine and correctly
calculated the advisory Guidelines offense
level asthirty-eight pursuant to United States
Sentencing Guidelines 88 2J1.2 and 2J1.3.
The district court then correctly applied the
cross referencing formula of U.SS.G. §
2X3.1(a)(3)(A), which limits to thirty the
maximum base offense level for an accessory
after thefact. Thedistrict court then applied
a three-level reduction to Krutsinger and
O'Mearafor their acceptanceof responsbility.

Page 3

Krutsinger's offenselevel of twenty-seven, in
combination with hiscriminal history category
of 1V, resultedinan advisory Guidelines range
of 100to 125 months. The government made
a substantial assistance motion pursuant to
USSG. § 5K1.1. The government's
recommendation was sixty months, a forty
percent reduction from the low end of the
advisory *829 Guidelinesrange. Thedistrict
court sentenced Krutsinger to twenty-one
months.

At sentencing, the district court offered a
number of reasonsfor the sentenceitimposed.
Although Krutsinger had benefitted from the
government's 8 5K1.1 motion, the court fdt
the government's recommendation did not
fully recognize the extraordinary natureof the
assistance provided.  Krutsinger provided
assistanceinatimely fashionand continued to
offer assistance until the time of his
sentencing. Theinformation he providedwas
extensive and truthful, and it resulted in other
defendantspleading guilty. Thedistrict court
also noted that while on presentence release,
Krutsinger did not present any problemstohis
pretrial services officer. In fact, Krutsinger
maintained sobriety and lived a stable life.
He also spoke to the public about the dangers
of drug addiction.

O'Meards offense level of twenty-seven, in
combination with her crimina history
category of |, resulted in an advisory
Guidelines range of seventy to eighty-seven
months. The government recommended a
sentence of seventy months.  The district
court sentenced O'Meara to twenty-four
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months.

In sentencing O'Meara, the district court
referred to her “extraordinary rehabilitative
efforts.” These included her voluntary
completion of adrug treatment program prior
tobeing indicted and her continued attendance
at Alcoholics Anonymous and Narcotics
Anonymousmeetings. Thedistrict court also
emphasized that O'M earahad difficultieswith
obsessive compulsivedisorder, wasemployed
a the time of sentencing, and had
re-establi shed arelationshi p with her family.

The sentencing memoranda for both
Krutsinger and O'Meara also expressed the
district court's desire not to impose disparate
sentences. The court explained that Linda
Quam, another member of the same
conspiracy who wasvery similarlly situated to
O'Meara, was aso convicted for lying to the
grand jury and had been sentenced to only
fifteen months. Likewise, another
co-conspirator, Stanley Dietz, had co-operated
and received a § 5K1.1 departure. In the
Dietz case, the government recommended a
twenty month sentence, which was a
seventy-one percent departure from the
bottom of his Guidelines range.

[1][2] We review the sentences imposed by
the district court for reasonableness. The
“standard of review is whether the district
court abused its discretion by imposing ...
unreasonabl e sentence[ s| onthedefendant[s].”

Page 4

United Sates v. Haack, 403 F.3d 997, 1003
(8th Cir.2005). Weexaminethe1l8 U.S.C. 8
3553(a) factors to determine whether a
sentence is unreasonable. United Sates v.
Rogers, 400 F.3d 640, 641 (8th Cir.2005).

Thiscase presents an unusual scenario. If we
were only considering the characteristics of
each defendant and the extent of his or her
co-operation, we would likely reverse. See
United Sates v. Bradford, 447 F.3d 1026,
2006 WL 1277104, slip op. at 5 (8th Cir. May
11, 2006); Haack, 403 F.3d at 1006; Rogers,
400 F.3d at 642. However, Booker made
clear that the § 3553(a) factors must be
considered in fashioning a reasonable
sentence. United States v. Booker, 543 U.S.
220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005).
Although the Guidelinesremain animportant
factor in determining a sentence, there may be
cases where another § 3553(a) factor
predominates. See Haack, 403 F.3d at 1003
(“We, like the Second Circuit, realize that
*830theremay besituationswhere sentencing
factors may beso complex, or other § 3553(a)
factors may so predominate, that the
determination of a precise sentencing range
may not be necessary or practical.”). Thisis
such acase.

[3] We are assisted in this case by adistrict
judge that made athorough and careful record
of the reasons for the sentence in each case.
The judge was clearly troubled by, and
ultimately determined his sentence based on,
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the 8 3553(a)(6) factor: “the need to avoid
unwarranted sentence disparities among
defendants with similar records who have
been found guilty of similar conduct.”

In this case, within a four-month period,
Quam, Krutsinger, Dietz, and O'Meara each
committed the identical crime. They each
lied in front of the grand jury about the
involvement of friends or relativesin a drug
conspiracy. By happenstance of timing,
Quamwasindictedfirst, wasfound guil ty, and
was sentenced using the U.S.S.G. § 2J1.2(c)
cross-reference to § 2X3.1. Based on the
information available to the government at
that time, twenty to thirty grams of
methamphetamine were attributed to the
conspiracy. The result was an offense level
of fourteen and aresulting Guidelinesrange of
fifteen to twenty-one months. The
government lodged no objection to this
Guidelines computation. Quam was
sentenced to fifteen months imprisonment.

The government does not seriously contest
there is any diffeence between the offense
conduct and defendant characteristics of
O'Meara and Quam. Both have a criminal
history of I, both committed the samecrimein
the same conspiracy, and neither co-operated.
The only red difference, other than timing,
was that O'Meara pled guilty while Quam
went to trial, which isadifference tha would
indicate O'Meara should receive alower, not
a higher, sentence.

Because of the timing of her conviction,
O'Mearaended up with amuch higher offense

Page 5

level. By the time she was sentenced, the
government had devel oped more information
about the scope of the conspiracy and was by
then able to attribute fifteen kilograms of
methamphetamine to the conspiracy. As a
result, O'Mearas Guiddines range was
determined under § 2J1.3(c) using the
cross-referenceof 8§ 2X3.1. Thisresultedinan
offense level of thirty, less three levels for
acceptance of responsibility, for a fina
offense level of twenty-seven. The resulting
sentencing range was seventy to eighty-seven
months.

We cannot say the district court abused its
discretion in fashioning a sentence that
attempted to addressthe disparity in sentences
between two nearly identically situated
individualswho committed the same crimein
thesameconspiracy. Theonly distinctionthe
government points to is the timing of the
indictments. Therewill be many caseswhere
adefendant recelvesahigher Guidelinesrange
when he or she pleads or is tried later in the
conspiracy, after the government has more
fully developed itscase. However, under the
facts of this case, we cannot say the district

court improperly applied 8 3553(a)(6) or
abused its discretion.

Likewise the district court did not abuse its
discretion in granting a substantial 8 5K1.1
departure to achieve sentencing uniformity
between Krutsinger and Dietz. The
government concedes Krutsinger provided as
much, if not more, co-operation than Dietz.

Y et thegovernment recommend aseventy-one
percent departurein Dietz'scase. We cannot
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say the district court abused its discretion in
granting asimilar departure to a co-defendant
who provided as much or more co-operation.

*8311V.

For the foregoing reasons, we find the
sentencesreasonableand affirmthejudgments
of the district court.

C.A.8(N.D.),2006.
U.S. v. Krutsinger
449 F.3d 827
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UNITED STATES of America, Appellee,
V.
Francisco LAKE, Defendant-Appellant.
Docket No. 04-3238-CR.

Argued: June 20, 2005.
Decided: Aug. 15, 2005.

Background: Defendant pleaded guiltyinthe
United States District Court for the Eastern
District of New Y ork, Frederic Block, J., to
robbery, drug, and firearms offenses, and was
sentenced to 540 months' imprisonment, and
he appealed his sentence.

Holding: The Court of Appeals, Jon O.
Newman, Circuit Judge, held that error in
application of mandatory sentencing
guidelines was not harmless.

Remanded.
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110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment
and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
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Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~661

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Genera

350HKk655 Condtitutiona, Statutory,

and Regulatory Provisions
350Hk661 k. Construction. Most

Cited Cases
In sentencing of defendant to 540 months
imprisonment for robbery, drug, and firearms
offenses, district court's statement that
sentence was necessary for punishment and to
incapacitate defendant during his adult life to
protect public from the type of violence he
had visited upon public when he was free
from incarceration, and fact that sentence was
in middle of guidelines range of 360 months
to life imprisonment, did not establish that
possibility that court would have imposed a
different sentence under advisory guidelines
was so remote asto render error in application
of mandatory guidelines harmless. U.S.S.G.
8§1Bl.1etseq., 18U.S.CA.

*111 Robin C. Smith, Brooklyn, N.Y., for
Defendant-Appellant.

Jack Smith, Asst. U.S. Atty., Brooklyn, N.Y.
(Roslynn R. Mauskopf, U.S. Atty., Susan
Corkery, Asst. U.S. Atty., on the brief), for
Appellee.
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Beforee NEWMAN and SOTOMAYOR,
Circuit Judges; and CHIN,™- District Judge.

EN* Honorable Denny Chin, United
States District Judge for the Southern
District of New York, sitting by
designation.

JON O. NEWMAN, Circuit Judge.

This sentencing appeal concerns the issue of
whether a sentencing judge's error in
mandatorily applying the Sentencing
Guidelines prior to the Supreme Court's
decision in United Sates v. Baoker, --- U.S.
----,125S.Ct. 738,160 L .Ed.2d 621 (2005), is
harmless.  Defendant-Appellant Francisco
L ake appeals from a judgment of the United
States District Court for the *112 Eastern
District of New Y ork (Frederic Block, District
Judge) convicting him on aplea of guilty to
Hobbs Act, narcotics, and firearms offenses
and sentencing him principally to540 months
imprisonment. Because Lake preserved for
appeal his objection to the mandatory use of
the Guidelines and because the Government
hasnot sustained its burden of proving that the
Booker sentencing error was harmless, we
remand for resentencing.

Background

Lake was arrested for his participation in the
robberies of two jewelry stores. Lake
belonged to a criminal association called the
Padmore Crew, led by Vere Padmore, which
included, among others, two members of the
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New York Police Department, Jamil Jordan
and Anthony Trotman. The Padmore Crew
functioned as a loosely affiliated criminal
network perpetrating robberies of jewelry
stores and known drug dealers. The group's
criminal offensesincluded several homicides.
Trotman and Jordan supplied the ring with
the identities of their drug-dealer victims, as
well as police uniforms to assist in the
robberies.

In September 1999, in accordance with a
cooperation agreement, Lake pled guilty to a
four-count superseding information charging
(1) aHobbsAct conspiracy torobdrug dealers
and business employees and threatening
violence in furtherance of such robberies, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. 88 1951, 3551; (2) a
Hobbs Act substantive offense involving the
robbery of employees of a jewelry store, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. 88 2, 1951, 3551; (3)
possession with intent to distribute and
distribution of five or more kilograms of
cocaine, inviolation of 21 U.S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1),
(bY(D)(A)[D)(ID; 18 U.S.C. 882, 3551; and
(4) use and possession of afirearmin relation
to a crime of violence, the robbery of a drug
dedler, inviolation of 18 U.S.C. 88 924(c)(1),
2, 3551.

Thepresentencereport (“PSR”) assigned L ake
atotal offenselevel of 40 in Criminal History
Category (“CHC") VI, vyielding a
Guidelines range of 360 months to life in
prison, with a mandatory five-year
consecutive sentence, pursuantto 18 U.S.C. §
924(c)(1) and U.S.S.G. § 2K2.4(a)(2).

Page 3

EN1. Lake's CHC score was enhanced
by 3 points because he committed the
instant offenses while on probation
and within two years of release from
imprisonment. As we have
previously ruled, judicia fact-finding
of facts concerning a prior conviction
does not encounter Sixth Amendment
objections under Booker. See United
Sates v. Fagans, 406 F.3d 138,
141-42 (2d Cir.2005).

The Government moved for an upward
departure for understatement of criminal
history and obstruction of justice for the
various lies Lake told while *cooperating”
with authorities.

Lake objected to some of the enhancements
recommended by the PSR, prompting the
District Court to conduct a Fatico hearing.
Lake also objected, on Sixth Amendment
grounds, to any enhancement of his sentence
based on factsnot found by ajury, relying on
Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S. 466, 120
S.Ct. 2348, 147 L .Ed.2d 435 (2000), and the
argument presented to the Supreme Court in
Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S. 296, 124
S.Ct. 2531, 159 L.Ed.2d 403 (2004), which
was then pending.

The District Court found that Lake had been
involved in several robberies and the murders
of four persons. He called Lake an “abject
criminal of the highest nature,” “a wanton
murderer,” and “aperson who doesn't belong
out on the street in society,” adding, “If ever
there was a situation where somebody needed
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to beincapacitated* 113 to protect the public,
thisis one of those cases.”

Applyingagrouping analysis,seeU.S.S.G. 8§
3D1.1-.5, whichisnot challenged on appeal
(beyondtheaobjectiontojudicial fact-finding),
theDistrict Court determined that the adjusted
offenselevel was 38 and placed Lakein CHC
V, yielding a sentencing range of 360-life.
The Court denied Lake's motion for an
acceptance of responsibility reduction, see
U.SS.G. 8§ 3E1.1, and the Government's
motions for upward departures.

The Court sentenced Lake to 240 months on
Counts One and Two, to run concurrently;
480 months on Count Three, concurrent with
Counts One and Two; and a mandatory,
consecutive 60-month sentence on Count
Four. The total sentence was therefore 540
months (45 years). The Court also imposed
restitution in the amount of $1,000,564.75,
and a $400 specid assessment.

Based solely on the facts to which he
allocuted, Lake faced a statutory mandatory
minimum sentence of 15 years (10 years on
Count Three plus 5 years, consecutively, on
Count Four).

Discussion

BecauseL akeproperly preserved for appellate
review his Sixth Amendment objection to
Guidelines enhancements based on judicial
fact-findi ng, heisentitled to resentencing, see
United Sates v. Fagans, 406 F.3d 138, 142

Page 4

(2d Cir.2005) (remand for resentencingwhere
statutory objection to mandaory use of the
Guidelines properly preserved), unless the
Government can sustain its burden of proving
that the sentencing error was harmless, see
United Satesv. Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 734-35,
113 S.Ct. 1770, 123 L .Ed.2d 508 (1993). ™2

FNZ2. In United Sates v. Crosby, 397
F.3d 103 (2d Cir.2005), we said that
“[a remand for detemination of
whether to resentenceisappropriatein
order to undertake aproper application
of the plain error and harmless error
doctrines.” Id.at 117. That statement
was dictum with respect to harmless
error because, in the absence of any
indication that the sentencing error in
Crosby had been preserved, we were
applying plain error andysis. See
United Sates v. Williams, 399 F.3d
450, 454 (2d Cir.2005) (amplifying
rationale for Crosby remand “where
anunpreserved error violatesthe Sixth
Amendment”). The panel that
decided Crosby had no occasion to
ruleon the application of the harmless
error doctrineto review of apreserved
sentencing error.

Since Crosby, we considered a
preserved error in a pre-Booker
sentence in Fagans. Implicitly
concluding that the error-the
mandatory use of the Guidelines-had
not been shown to be harmless, we
remanded for resentencing, rather than
order a Crosby remand for

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



419 F.3d 111
419 F.3d 111
(Citeas: 419 F.3d 111)

determination of whether, absent the
error, anon-trivially different sentence
would have been imposad. See 406
F.3d at 142. Fagans thus abrogated
the dictum in Crosby that had
indicated that a Crosby remand would
be appropriate for application of the
harmless error doctrineas well as the
plain error doctrine. In the pending
case, therefore, the issue upon review
of the preserved error is whether we
should affirm, if the Government has
shown the error to be harmless, or
remand for resentencing, if such a
showing has not been made.

Once the Supreme Court fundamentally
alteredfederal sentencing proceduresby ruling
in Booker that the Guidelines were no longer
required to be applied, it became diffiault for
the Government to sustain its burden of
proving that a Booker error was harmless.
Although some sentences imposed under the
pre-Booker regime would not have been
different had the sentences been imposed
under the post-Booker regime, it will usually
not be easy to divine with certainty that the
sentencing judge would have imposed the
same sentence. &2 * 114 We have recognized
that a “rare” case may arise where we can
confidently say that a sentencing error was
harmless, as occurs in circumstances where a
statutory mandatory minimum prevents the
sentencing judge from giving alesser sentence
after Booker thanthe oneimposed pre-Booker .
See United Satesv. Sharpley, 399 F.3d 123,
127 (2d Cir.2005).
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EN3. Weframetheinquiry intermsof
whether the origina sentence would
have been different, not whether, if
resentencing were to occur, the new
sentencewould bedifferent. Whether
an error is alleged to be harmless with
respect to a trial or a sentencing, the
issue is always the effect of the error
on the proceeding that occurred, not
on any new proceeding that might be
ordered.

In the pending case, the Government urges
that Judge Block's statements in imposing
sentence provide sufficient indication that the
sentence would have been the same under the
post-Booker regime. The Judge said, among
other things:

This sentence is necessary for every reason
that sentencing is necessary; for punishment,
to incapacitate you during your adult life to
protect the public from the type of violence
you have visited upon the public when you
were free from incarceration.

The Government also contends that the
applicable guideline range of 360 months to
lifedid not constrict Judge Block's sentencing
discretion because he selected a sentence of
480 months on Count Three, indcating his
view that neither alower nor ahigher sentence
was warranted.

Although these arguments are not without
force, we believe they overlook significant
aspects of sentencing under the post-Booker
regime. Firgt, the fact tha a judge selects a
sentence within a guideline range that the
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judge thought he was required to apply does
not necessarily mean that the same sentence
would have been imposed had the judge
understood the Guidelines as awhole to be
advisory.  The applicable guideline range
providesthe frameof reference against which
thejudge choosesan appropriate sentence. In
this case, for example, Judge Block might
have thought that once the Commission
specified the range it deemed appropriate for
offense conduct like Lake's, the details of
Lakes offense condud were sufficiently
seriousto warrant punishment somewhat high
in that range, but he might also have thought
that a somewhat lower sentence would have
been appropriateif hewas sel ecting asentence
without regard to a Commission-prescribed
range. Second, although even before Booker

asentencing judge was obliged to consider all
the factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a),
the required use of one of those factors-the
Guidelines, see id. § 3553(a)(4)-rendered of
“uncertain import” the significance of the
other factors. See Crosby, 397 F.3d at 111.

Now, without the mandatory duty to applythe
Guidelines, consideration of the other section
3553(a) factors “acquires renewed
significance,” Crosby, 397 F.3d at 111, and
might result in a different sentence. Third,
absent the stricturesof the Guidelines, counsel
would have had the opportunity to urge
consideration of circumstances that were
prohibited as grounds for a departure. See
U.S.S.G. § 5K2.0(d).

In the pending case, we cannot say that it is
likely that Judge Block would have imposed a
different sentence under the post-Booker
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regime, but the Government has not shown
that the possibility is so remote as to render
the sentencing error harmless.

Conclusion

Accordingly, the case is remanded with
directionsto resentencethe Appellantin* 115
conformity with Booker and Fagans.™*

EN4. We have considered the
Appellant's challenges to the
Guidelines calculation and conclude
that they are without merit. The
challenges to the adjusted offense
level for the offense conduct of
attempting to rob George and Patricia
Pessoa are irrelevant because even if
that offense conduct had been counted
asonly half aunit for purposes of the
grouping calculation, as urged by the
Appellant, the resulting total number
of units, 4, would still have required a
4-level increaseintheadjusted offense
level. SeeU.S.S.G.83D1.4(3 1/2-5
units require addition of 4 offense
levels).

C.A.2 (N.Y.),2005.

U.S.v. Lake
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UNITED STATES of America,
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Lynn Marie LAZENBY,
Defendant-Appellee.
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Plaintiff-Appellee,
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Christine Marie Goodwin,
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No. 05-2214.
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Background: Pursuant to their guilty pless,
defendants were convicted in the United
States District Court for the Northern District
of lowa of conspiring to manufacture and
distribute methamphetamine. Government
appeal ed sentence imposed on one defendant,
and other defendant appealed her sentence.

Holdings. The Court of Appeals, Loken,
Chief Judge, held that:

5(1) downward variance to 12 months
imprisonment for first defendant was
unreasonabl e notwithstanding her significant
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post-offense rehabilitative conduct, and

6(2) imposition of 87 months' imprisonment
on codefendant convicted of similar conduct
was also unreasonable in light of sentencing
disparity and defendant's role in securing
guilty pleas from others.

Reversed and remanded f or resentencing.
West Headnotes
[1] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
When the district court has correctly
determined the Sentencing Guidelines range,
the Court of Appeals reviews the resulting
sentences for reasonableness, a standard akin
to traditional review for abuse of discretion.
U.SS.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Generd
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of
Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
Sentencing Guidelines sentencing range,
though advisory, is presumed reasonable.
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U.S.S.G. 81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.
[3] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review
110XXIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
When district court varies from Sentencing
Guidelines range based upon its anaysis of
statutory factors, Court of Appeals will
examine whether variance is reasonable, and
whether the extent of any variance is
reasonable. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a); U.S.S.G.
§1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€995

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (H) Proceedings
350HIV(H)3 Hearing
350Hk992 Findings and
Statement of Reasons
350HK995 k. Necessity. Most
Cited Cases
Sentences varying from the Sentencing
Guidelinesrange arereasonableso long asthe
judge offers appropriate justification under
statutory sentencing factors. 18 U.S.C.A. 8
3553(a); U.SSG. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€869
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350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures

350HKk859 Offender-Related
Factors

350HKk869 k. Rehabilitation.
Most Cited Cases
Downward variance to 12 months'
imprisonment from advisory Sentencing
Guidelines range of 70 to 87 months
imprisonment was unreasonablefor defendant
who pled guilty to conspiring to manufacture
and distribute methamphetamine,
notwithstanding her significant post-offense
rehabilitative conduct, where sentence was
83% below bottom of advisory range,
sentencedid not adequatel y refl ect seriousness
of defendant's conduct in assisting two
different methamphetamine traffickers, and
sentence resulted in unwarranted sentencing
disparity with second female coconspirator
who was convicted of same offense based on
similar conduct but sentenced to 87 months
imprisonment. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a)(6);
U.S.S.G. 8§1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[6] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€861

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V(F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350HKk859 Offender-Related
Factors
350Hk861 k. Remorse,
Cooperation, Assistance. Most Cited Cases
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Imposition of sentence of 87 months
imprisonment, which was bottom of
Sentencing Guidelines range, upon defendant
who pled guilty to conspiracy to manufacture
and distribute methamphetamine was
unreasonable in light of sentencing disparity
with equally culpable coconspirator who
received unreasonably low sentence of 12
months' imprisonment and role that
defendant's early guilty plea and pledge of
cooperation played in securing pleas from
coconspirators. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a)(6);
U.S.S.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

*029 Stephanie M. Rose AUSA, argued,
Cedar Rapids, IA, for appellant USA.

David E. Mullin, argued, Cedar Rapids, IA,
for appellant Goodwin.

Michael L. Mollman, argued, Cedar Rapids,
IA, for appe lee Lazenby.

Before LOKEN, Chief Judge, MCMILLIAN
B and MELLQY, Circuit Judges.

EN* The Honorable Theodore
McMillian died on January 18, 2006.
This opinion is being filed by the
remainingjudgesof the panel pursuant
to 8th Cir. Rule 47E. Theopinion is
consistent withtheviewsexpressed by
Judge McMillian at the conference
following the oral arguments.

LOKEN, Chief Judge.

Lynn Marie Lazenby and Christine Marie
Goodwin pleaded guilty to conspiring to
manufactureand distribute methamphetamine

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



439 F.3d 928
439 F.3d 928
(Cite as: 439 F.3d 928)

in violation of 21 U.S.C. 88 841 and 846.
Thedidtrict court sentenced L azenby totwelve
months and one day in prison, a substantial
downward variance from the bottom of her
advisory guidelinesrange. One month later,
adifferent judge of the same court sentenced
Goodwin to 87 months in prison, the bottom
of her advisory guidelinesrange. The United
States appealed Lazenby's sentence and
Goodwin appealed her sentence as
unreasonable under 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) and
United Sates v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125
S.Ct. 738, 160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). After
oral arguments, the court on its own motion
consolidated the appedsfor disposition. We
conclude that Lazenby's sentence is
unreasonableand that thedistrict court did not
adequately consider a number of relevant
factors in determining Goodwin's sentence.
Accordingly, we remand both cases for
resentenci ng.

Lazenby and Goodwin fell in love with the
same methamphetamine manufacturer and
distributor, Patrick Lazenby (Lynn Lazenby's
ex-husband, whoisnow servingalong federal
prison sentence). The two women became
methamphetamine users at Patrick's behest.
More significantly, Lazenby*930 and
Goodwin assisted Patrick and other more
cul pable conspirators in the manufacture and
distribution of methamphetamine.

Lazenby's Offense Conduct. Beginning in
early 2003, Lazenby purchased precursor
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items for the manufacture of
methamphetamine and drove Patrick to rural
areas where he could steal anhydrous
ammonia. When Patrick wasarestedinearly
2004, Lazenby took up with anew boyfriend,
conspirator Daniel Allie.  She remained
activein the conspiracy, purchasing precursor
items for Allie and allowing her home to be
used for the sale and use of methamphetamine
in exchange for user amounts of
methamphetamine. When arrestedin October
2004, Lazenby cdled Allie at her home to
warn him she had been arrested. A later
search of the home uncovered evidence of
methamphetamine manufacture-peeledlithium
batteries, burned aluminumfoil, muriaticacid,
acooler and tubing that smelled of anhydrous
ammonia, baggies, and a small amount of
methamphetamine. The lowa Department of
Human Servicesremoved Lazenby'sfive-year
old son from the home when his hair tested
positive for chronic exposure to
methamphetamine. In her plea agreement,
Lazenby stipulated she “knew that Allie and
his associates used at least 100 grams of
pseudoephedrine in the manufacture of
methamphetamine.”

Goodwin'sOffense Conduct. InMarch 2003,
Goodwin was caught shoplifting lithium
batteries and pseudoephedrine at a Wal-Mart
store. A search incident to the arrest
uncovered more pseudoephedrine, four cans
of starter fluid, two propane cylindersshowing
signs of exposure to anhydrousammonia, and
other objects consistent with
methamphetamine production. When
Goodwin was again arrested for shoplifting
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lithium batteries in September 2003, police
uncovered a spoon and home-made pipe that
tested positive for methamphetamine. Asa
result of the arrests, Goodwin began living at
the Gerad R. Hinzman Center, a half-way
house.  She also maintained a “furlough
residence” with Patrick Lazenby in Cedar
Rapids. A warrant search of thisresidencein
January 2004 uncovered evidence of
methamphetamineproduction, including tanks
of anhydrous ammonia, boxes of
pseudoephedrine, heavy tubing, and lithium
batteries. In her plea agreement, Goodwin
stipulated that she “purchased at least 300
grams of pseudoephedrine for use in the
manufacture of methamphetamine.”

Lazenby's Sentencing. In determining
Lazenby's advisory guidelines sentencing
range of 70 to 87 monthsin prison, the parties
and the court agreed on abase offenselevel of
32 based on at least 100 grams but less than
300 gramsof pseudoephedrine. SeeU.S.S.G.
§2D1.11(d)(4). Thegovernment agreed that
Lazenby qualified for “safety valve’ relief.

Thedistrict court denied atwo-level reduction
for her role in the offense. To support her
clam for a downward variance from the
guidelines range, Lazenby caled three
witnesses who testified that she was alowed
to care for her son during weekdays and has a
loving relationship with him, that she has
attended meetings of a Moms Off Meth
support group and passed post-arrest drug
tests, and that she is a valued and trusted
employee.

Thedistrict court sentenced L azenby totwelve
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months and one day in prison. The court
found it highly unlikely she will commit
future crimes and noted that she made
extraordinary efforts to reunite with her son,
probably used methamphetamine only on the
weekends because she was able to “maintain
a high level of job performance on what
would be arédatively stressful job,” and was
drawn into the conspiracy as * 931 aresult of
her poor choices in relationships with men.
Regarding the need to avoid unwarranted
sentencing disparity, the court stated: “the
sentence that I'm about to give is a sentence
that | would give for a similarly situated
individual post-Booker, and hopefully the
sentences on the whole will besomewhat less
harsh in the post-Booker world.” The
government objected to the sentence as
unreasonable and now appeals.

Goodwin's Sentencing.  One month later,
Goodwin appeared for sentencing before a
different district judge who had previously
sentenced Patrick Lazenby and eleven other
participants in separately prosecuted but
overlapping methamphetamine conspiracies.
The parties and the court agreed on a base
offenselevel of 34 based on at |east 300 grams
but lessthan 1000 grams of pseudoephedrine.
See U.SS.G. § 2D1.11(d)(3). Goodwin's
base offense level istwo levels higher than
Lazenby's because Goodwin stipulated to
being involved in a greater quantity of
pseudoephedrine.  The government agreed
that Goodwin qualified for “safety valve”
relief. The government explained that it was
not filing a substantial assistance motion
because, while Goodwin cooperated with the
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government and stood ready to testify against
other conspirators, her testimony was not
needed when they pleaded guilty. As with
Lazenby, the district court denied atwo-level
reduction for Goodwin's role in the offense.
Thisproduced an advisory guidelinesrange of
87-108 months.

To support her claimfor adownward variance
from the guidelines range, Goodwin
introduced letters from family members and
present and former employers stating that she
has ended her dependence on drugs
reestablished ties with her children and her
niece, and become a reliable and valued
employee.  Government counsel urged a
sentence at the bottom of the guidelines range
but, responding to aquestion by thecourt, said
she was not authorized to support a sentence
below that range. Government counsel noted
that the court could consider the time
Goodwin spent at the Hinzman Center in
deciding whether to grant a downward
variance under § 3553(a), because the Bureau
of Prisons was unlikely to credit that time
towards her sentence. But again, the
government refused to request a sentence
beneath the guidelines range on that ground.

Thedistrict court then sentenced Goodwin to
87 months in prison. Goaodwin appeals the

sentence as unreasonable. ™

EN1. The United States initially
argued that we have no jurisdiction to
review a sentence that is within the
defendant's properly deermined
advisory guidelines range but
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withdrew this argument after our
contrary decision in United Sates v.
Mickelson, 433 F.3d 1050, 1052-53

(8th Cir.2006).

[1] Under Booker, the sentencing guidelines
are no longer a mandatory regime. Instead,
the district court must take the advisory
guidelines into account together with other
sentencing factors enumerated in 18 U.S.C. §
3553(a). 543 U.S. at 259-60, 125 S.Ct. 738.

In fashioning an appropriate sentence, the
district court must first calculate the
applicable qguidelines sentencing range.
United Sates v. Haack, 403 F.3d 997,
1002-03 (8th Cir.), cert. denied --- U.S. ----

126 S.Ct. 276, 163 L.Ed.2d 246 (2005). The
court may then impose a sentence outsidethe
range in order to “tailor the sentence in light
of [the] other statutory concerns’ in 8§ 3553(a).
Booker, 543 U.S. at 245-46, 125 S.Ct. 738.

When the district court has correctly
determined theguideli nessentencing range, as
in these cases, we review the resulting
sentencesfor reasonabl eness, * 932 astandard
akin to our traditional review for abuse of
discretion.

[2][3][4] The Guidelines were fashioned
taking the other § 3553(a) factorsinto account
and are the product of years of careful study.
Thus, the guidelines sentencing range, though
advisory, ispresumed reasonable. SeeUnited
Sates v. Lincoln, 413 F.3d 716, 717 (8th
Cir.2005); United Sates v. Mykytiuk, 415
F.3d 606, 608 (7th Cir.2005). When the
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district court varies from the guidelinesrange
based upon its analysis of the § 3553(a)
factors, wemust examinewhether “thedistrict
court's decision to grant a 8 3553(a) variance
from the appropriae guidelines range is
reasonable, and whether the extent of any §
3553(a) variance ... is reasonable.” United
Sates v. Mashek, 406 F.3d 1012, 1017 (8th
Cir.2005); see Haack, 403 F.3d at 1004.
“ Sentences varying from the guidelines range
... are reasonable so long as the judge offers
appropriate justification under the factors
specified in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). How
compelling that justification must be is
proportional to the extent of the difference
between the advisory range and the sentence
imposed.” United Statesv. Johnson, 427 F.3d
423, 426-27 (7th Cir.2005) (citation omitted).
A “range of reasonableness’ is within the
court's discretion. United Statesv. Saenz, 428
F.3d 1159, 1165 (8th Cir.2005).

The notable aspect of these appeals is the
extremedisparity inthe sentencesimposed on
two remarkably similar participants in the
same crimina conspiracy. Moreover, a
number of factors suggest that substantidly
greater leniency was afforded the more
culpable defendant, Lynn Lazenby:

* Both Lazenby and Goodwin weredravn into
the conspiracy by their rdationship with
ringleader Patrick Lazenby. When Patrick
was convicted in early 2004, Lazenby took up
with conspirator Daniel Allieand continuedto
assist in the manufacture and distribution of
methamphetamine. By contrast, Goodwin's
PSR and plea agreement do not link her with
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the conspiracy after early 2004.

* When arrested in October 2004, Lazenby
caled Allie and advised him to remove
incriminating items from her home. Though
unsuccessful, this was an obvious attempt to
obstruct the investigation.

» Goodwin pleaded guilty on November 10,
2004. Within a week, three other
conspiratorsincluding L azenby pleaded guilty,
and afourth changed his pleaone month later.
Goodwin cooperated fully. Shewaswilling
totestify at Lazenby's sentencing insupport of
portions of the PSR to which Lazenby
objected. On the eve of sentencing, Lazenby
admitted these portions of the PSR weretrue.

» Both Lazenby and Goodwin are single
mothers who neglected their children while
participating in the conspiracy and have made
significant effortsto reunite with the children
and become suitable parents.  Lazenby's
five-year-old son wasremoved from herhome
when testing revealed chronic exposure to
methamphetamine. Goodwin's children were
not directly harmed by the conspiracy.

[5] Lazenby's Sentence. We concludethat the
district court granted L azenby an unreasonable
downward variance. The twelve-month
prison sentence is 83% below the 70-month
bottom of her advisory guidelinesrange. “An
extraordinary reduction must be supported by
extraordinary circumstances.” United States
v. Dalton, 404 F.3d 1029, 1033 (8th
Cir.2005). Thisextraordinary varianceisnot
supported by comparably extraordinary
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circumstances. Lazenby's significant
post-offenserehabilitative conduct isrelevant
in evaluating the 8 3553(a) factors.  Cf.
United States v. Kapitzke, 130 F.3d 820,
823-24 (8th Cir.1997) (atypical post-offense
rehabilitation*933 may support guidelines
downward departure). Theother factorscited
by the digrict court, though discouraged or
prohibited departure factors under the
mandatory guidelines, may a so be considered
in applying the 8 3553(a) factors under
Booker. But taken together, they do not
justify an 83% variance because a twelve
month sentence does nat adequatel y reflect the
seriousnessof and providejust punishment for
Lazenby's drug offense. See 18 U.S.C. §
3553(a)(2)(A). She assisted two different
methamphetamine traffickers in the
manufacture and distribution of this
destructive drug for at least eighteen months.
She allowed her house to be used by the drug
ring, greatly endangeringher young sonwhile
helping the conspiracy ruin the lives of its
customers. Her post-offenserehabilitationis
dramatic and hopefully permanent, but a
twelve month sentence far this offense
conduct “lies outside the limited range of
choice dictated by the facts of the case.”
United States v. Haack, 403 F.3d 997, 1004
(8th Cir.), cert. denied --- U.S. ----, 126 S.Ct.
276, 163 L.Ed.2d 246 (2005); see United
Sates v. Rogers, 400 F.3d 640, 642 (8th
Cir.2005), cert. denied, --- U.S. ----, 126 S.Ct.
1020, 163 L .Ed.2d 865 (2006).

Finaly, the twelve month sentence is
unreasonabl ebecauseit resultsin unwarranted
sentencing disparities among defendants with
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similar recordswho have been found guilty of
similar conduct. See 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(6).
The district court candidly met this point by
observingthat “hopefully the sentenceson the
whole will be somewhat less harsh in the
post-Booker world.” But that is an issue for
Congress, not a valid basis for exercising
discretion under Booker. Congresshas made
avoiding unwarranted disparity a legidative
priority.  The disparity between Lazenby's
sentenceand thefar greater sentencesimposed
on the other less culpable members of these
rel ated conspiracies does not adequately serve
this congressional objective. Lazenby's case
must be remanded for resentencing.

[6] Goodwin'sSentence. Goodwin'sappedl is
more difficult. The didrict court expressly
considered the Guidelines and the sentencing
factorsin 8 3553(a) and imposed a sentence at
the bottom of the advisory guidelines range.
This sentence is presumed reasonable; only
highly unusual circumstances will cause this
court to conclude that the presumption has
been rebutted. But a number of
circumstances make this case highly unusual.
First, the prosecutor stated at sentencing that
Goodwinand Lazenby weresimilarly situated
members of the conspiracy. In Goodwin's
plea agreement, she stipulated to being
involved with 300 grams of pseudoephedrine.
L ess than two weeks later, Lazenby entered
into apleaagreement stipulating to 100 grams
of pseudoephedrine  The higher quantity
increased Goodwin's offense level by two
levels and the bottom of her guidelines range
by seventeen months. Y et nothing in the fact
sections of the two PSRs-prepared by the
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same probation officer-j ustifiesthis disparity.

Prior to Booker, the district court lacked
discretion to remedy this type of
Guidelines-created disparity. Booker gave
courtsdiscretion to cure such aninjustice, but
the court did not consider this factor.

Second, Goodwin was the first of her
co-defendants to plead guilty. It isa fair
inference that her pledge of full cooperation
played aroleinthe rapid guilty pleas entered
by her conspirators, and in Lazenby dropping
objections to the offense as described in her
PSR. As a result, Goodwin's testimony was
not needed, causing the government to
exercise its discretion not to move for a 8
5K 1.1 downward departure. Prior to Booker,
the court was then virtually precluded from
considering this factor. See, eg., United
Sates v. Moeller, 383 F.3d 710 (8th
Cir.2004). Under*934  Booker, the
prosecution's evaluation of the cooperation
factor remains critical but isless controlling.
Thedistrict court did not take this changeinto
account.

Third, the digtrict court appeared to give too
much weight to the prosecutor's statement that
shewas not authorized to support adownward
variance. Under the Sentencing Reform Act
and Booker, sentencing discretion restsin the
final analysis with the sentencing judge, not
with the prosecution.

Finaly, and perhaps most importantly, the
district court gave too little weight to the
extreme disparity beween the sentences
imposed on two similarly situated
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conspirators, Lazenby and Goodwin. Even
under the mandatory Guidelines, wereviewed
variations in sentencing among similarly
situated defendants for abuse of discretion.
See United States v. Thompson, 51 F.3d 122,
126 (8th Cir.1995). Under Booker, that
discretion has increased.  Perfect parity
among the sentences imposed on the various
members of acriminal conspiracy is no doubt
impossibleto achieve, giventhe complexity of
the task. But the extreme disparity in these
two sentences not only fails to serve the
legislative intent reflected in § 3553(a)(6), it
also suggests an arbitrary level of
decision-makingthat fail sto“ promoterespect
for the law,” 8 3553(a)(2)(A). Here, it is
apparent the district court believed that
Lazenby's sentence was unreasonably low.
That presented the court with a delicate and
difficult problem in sentencing Goodwin,
which illustrates the virtue of having the
members of a criminal conspiracy sentenced,
when possible, by the same district judge,
evenif all have pleaded guilty. Theproblem
issignificantly reduced because we have now
reversed Lazenby's sentence. In these
unusual circumstances, we conclude that
Goodwin's sentence should be reversed as
well.

The judgments of the district court are
reversed and the cases are remanded to the
district court for resentencing of Lynn
Lazenby and Christine Goodwin.

C.A.8 (lowa),2006.
U.S. v. Lazenby
439 F.3d 928

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



Westlaw:

426 F.3d 508
426 F.3d 508
(Cite as: 426 F.3d 508)

Briefsand Other Related Documents (Back to
top)

« 05-2214 (Docket) (May. 04, 2005)

END OF DOCUMENT

Page 1

United States Court of Appeals,Firg Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America, Appellee,
V.

Kenny MATEO-ESPEJO, Defendant,
Appellant.

No. 03-1177.

Submitted Sept. 12, 2005.
Decided Oct. 21, 2005.

Background: Defendant was convicted
pursuant to his guilty plea before the United
States District Court for the District of Rhode
Island, Ernest C. Torres, Chief Judge, of
conspiracy to distribute more than fifty grams
of crack cocaine and distribution of crack
cocaine. Defendant appealed his sentence.

Holdings: The Court of Appeals, Sdya,
Circuit Judge, heldthat:

1(1) refusal to grant defendant additional
one-level reduction for acceptance of
responsibility was not clearly erroneous;

4(2) determination that defendant did not
qualify for minor role reduction under
Sentencing Guidelines was not clearly
erroneous; and

7(3) error under United Sates v. Booker in
sentencing defendant under mandatory
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Guidelinesregimedid not risetolevel of plain
error.

Affirmed.
West Headnotes

[1] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€765

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V(C) Adjustments
350H1V (C)3 Factors Decreasing
Offense Level
350HK765 k. Acceptance of
Responsibility. Most Cited Cases
Refusal to grant defendant who pled guilty on
day of scheduled jury selection an additional
one-level reduction for acceptance of
responsibility under Sentencing Guidelines
was not clearly erroneous, as he did not
discuss details of crimes with government
until day before his scheduled sentencing or
notify government of hisintent to plead guilty
in time to save tria preparation time, as
required to qualify for additional reduction.
U.S.S.G. 8 3E1.1(b), 18 U.S.CA.

[2] Criminal Law 110 €641.10(1)

110 Crimina Law
110XX Trial
110X X(B) Courseand Conduct of Trial
in General
110k641 Counsdl for Accused
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110k641.10 Choice of Counsel
110k641.10(1) k. In Generd,;
Forcing Counsel on Accused. Most Cited
Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €765

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (C) Adjustments

350H1V(C)3 Factors Decreasing

Offense Level
350Hk765 k. Acceptance of

Responsibility. Most Cited Cases
Withholding additional one-level reductionfor
acceptanceof responsibility under Sentencing
Guidelinesfrom defendant who jettisoned one
retained attorney for another did not infringe
upon his Sixth Amendment right to counsel of
his own choosi ng, where counsel change, and
earlier switch from appointed to retained
counsel, did not affect timing of guilty plea
decision on day of jury selection, which came
too late to prevent waste of judicial resources
and government trial preparation time.
U.S.CA. ConstAmend. 6; USSG. 8§
3E1.1(b), 18 U.S.CA.

[3] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
=764

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (C) Adjustments
350H1V(C)3 Factors Decreasing
Offense Level
350Hk764 k. Minor or Minimal
Participation. Most Cited Cases
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To qualify for aminor role reduction under
Sentencing Guidelines, the defendant must
demonstratethat heisless cul pable than most
of thoseinvolved inthe offensesof conviction
and that he isless culpable than most of those
who have perpetrated similar crimes.
U.S.S.G. §3B1.2(b), 18U.S.CA.

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=764

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V(C) Adjustments
350H1V (C)3 Factors Decreasing
Offense Level
350Hk764 k. Minor or Minimal
Participation. Most Cited Cases
Refusal to grant downwad adjustment to
defendant as minor participant in drug sales
was not clearly erroneous, even if
co-conspirator arranged initial meeting with
buyer without aid from defendant, where
defendant transported crack to delivery site,
played significant rolein culmination of sale,
and met again with buyer to collect unpaid
balance. U.S.S.G. § 3B1.2(b), 18 U.S.C.A.

[5] Criminal Law 110 €1035(1)

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review
110XXIV(E)1 In General
110k1035 Proceedingsat Trial in
Generd
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110k1035(1) k. In General.
Most Cited Cases
Alleged Sixth Amendment error under United
Sates v. Booker was subject to plain error
review only, where Sixth Amendment
objection was not made a sentencing.
U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 6; U.SS.G. 8§1B1.1
et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[6] Criminal Law 110 €~1042

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review

110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review

110XXIV(E)1 In General
110k1042 k. Sentence or

Judgment. Most Cited Cases
To demonstrate plain error, defendant must
present something concrete that provides
plausiblebasisfor finding that he would have
received lesser sentence under advisory
Sentencing Guidelinesregmeto demonstrate
that United Sates v. Booker error in
Guidelines mandatory application affected
substantial rights. U.S.S.G. § 1B1.1 et seq.,
18 U.S.C.A.

[7] Criminal Law 110 €1042

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review
110XXIV(E)1 In Genera
110k1042 k. Sentence or
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Judgment. Most Cited Cases

Error under United Sates v. Booker in
sentencing defendant under mandatory
Sentencing Guidelines regme did not affect
defendant's substantial rights, as required to
show plain error, by reason of court'sinability
to consider defendant's age and family
circumstances, where sentencing court's
reluctance to sentence defendant at lower end
of mandatory Sentencing Guiddines range
suggested lack of reasonable possibility that
defendant would havereceived | esser sentence
under advisory regime. USSG. 8§
1B1.15H1.1, 5H1.6, 18 U.S.C.A.

[8] Criminal Law 110 €~1042

110 Criminal Law
110XX1V Review

110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review

110X XIV(E)1 In General
110k1042 k. Sentence or

Judgment. Most Cited Cases
L esser sentencereceived by coconspirator did
not suggest reasonable possibility that
defendant would havereceived | esser sentence
under advisory Sentencing Guidelinesregime,
so as to show that United States v. Booker
error in treating Guidelines as mandatory
affected defendant's substantial rights, as
required for finding of plain error, where,
unlike defendant, coconspirator had promptly
and fully cooperated with authorities.
U.SS.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[9] Criminal Law 110 €1042
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110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review

110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review

110XXIV(E)1 In General
110k1042 k. Sentence or

Judgment. Most Cited Cases
Defendant's claim that he committed crimes
becausehe needed money to providefor ailing
grandmother and parents who were being
evicted did not raise reasonable possibility
that he would have received lesser sentence
under advisory Sentencing Guidelinesregime,
so asto demonstratethat his substantial rights
were violated under United States v. Booker
by use of mandatory regime, as required to
show plainerror. U.S.S.G. 81B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

*509 Jeffrey L. Baler on brief for appdlant.
Robert Clark Corrente, United States
Attorney, and Donald C. Lockhart and
Kenneth P. Madden, Assistant United States
Attorneys, on brief for appellee.

Before SELYA, Circuit Judge, COFFIN and
CYR, Senior Circuit Judges.

SELYA, Circuit Judge.

Defendant-appellant Kenny Mateo-Espejo
pleaded guilty to charges of conspiracy to
distribute more than fifty grams of crack
cocaine, see21 U.S.C. 88 841(a)(1), 846, and
distribution of that amount of arack cocaine,
see id. § 841(a)(1). He now appeals his
sentence.  Concluding, as we do, that the
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district court committed no reversible error in
the course of sentencing, we affirm the
judgment below.

|. BACKGROUND

Becausethis apped followsaguilty plea, we
draw the relevant facts from the
change-of-plea colloquy, the unchallenged
portions of the presentence investigation
report (PSI Report), and the transcript of the
disposition hearing. United Sates v.
Brewster, 127 F.3d 22, 24 (1st Cir.1997);
United Sates v. Dietz, 950 F.2d 50, 51 (1st

Cir.1991).

On March 14, 2002, Leopold Weeks, alleged
to be the appellant's coconspirator, accepted
$3,000 as adown payment for the sale of 250
gramsof cocaine base (colloquialy known as
crack cocaine). At the appointed*510 time,
Weeks and the appellant went to meet the
prospective purchaser. The appellant
removed 247.04 gramsof crack cocaine from
his pocket and delivered it to the buyer. Five
days later, the appellant met with the buyer
and collected the balance of the purchase price
($3,600).  The buyer proved to be an
undercover police officer, so arrests and an
indictment soon followed.

After twice switching counsel, the appellant
entered a guilty pleaon August 13, 2002 (the
day that jury empanelment wasto occur). The
PSI Report, which the appellant received on
November 5, 2002, recommended a base
offense level of 34, see USSG § 2D1.1(a)(3),
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and a two-level downward adjustment for
acceptance of responsibility, see id. §
3E1.1(a).™ Theappellant'sonly objectionto
the PSI Report was to the absence of an
additional level inthe credit for acceptance of
responsbility. Seeid. 8§ 3EL1.1(b). Because
the appellant had not yet met with the
authorities-he did not participate in a
debriefing until the day before sentencing-the
PSI Report did not recommend a so-called
“safety valve’ reduction. See id. 8

2D1.1(b)(6).

EN1. Werefer throughout thisopinion
to the November 2002 edition of the
sentencing guidelines.  See United
Sates v. Harotunian, 920 F.2d 1040,
1041-42 (1st Cir.1990) (explaining
that, absent ex post facto concerns, the
version of the sentencing guidelinesin
effect on the date of sentencing
controls). That point is of more than
academic interest, as the contours of
USSG 8§ 3E1.1(b) have changed
materidly.

At the disposition hearing, the district court,
with obviousreluctance, granted thetwo-level
safety valve adjustment.  The court also
bestowed atwo-level reductionfor acceptance
of responsibility, but declined to award an
additional one-level reduction. Midway
through the hearing, the appellant for thefirst
time asserted an entitlement to a minor role
adjustment, seeid. 8 3B1.2(b), but the court
rebuffedthat initiative. Theserulingsyielded
a total offense level of 30 which, combined
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with a criminal history category of | (the
appellant had no prior criminal record),
produced a guideline sentencing range (GSR)
of 97-121 months. The oourt, abeit
grudgingly, acquiesced in the government's
recommendation and sentenced the appellant
toa97-monthincarcerativeterm. Thistimely
appeal ensued.

1. ANALYSIS

In this venue, the appellant advances three
clams of error.  He maintains that the
sentencing court erred (i) in refusi ng to grant
him an additional onelevel reduction for
acceptance of respongbility; (ii) in failing to
find that he played only a minor role in the
offensesof conviction; and (iii) in sentencing
him contrary to the mandate of United Sates
v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160
L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). Wediscusstheseclaims
in sequence.

A. Acceptance of Responsibility.

We begin with the sentencing court's refusal
to grant an additional one-level reduction for
acceptance of responsibility. “A defendant
bears the burden of proving entitlement to
decreases in the offense level, including
downward adjustments for acceptance of
responsibility.” United Sates v. Morillo, 8
F.3d 864, 871 (1st Cir.1993). Where, ashere,
the district court has ruled adversely on such
an issue, the ruling will be set aside only if it
is shown to be clearly erroneous. United
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Sates v. Royer, 895 F.2d 28, 29 (1st
Cir.1990). The appellant has not made such
ashowing.

[1] A defendant who acceptsresponsibility for
his criminal conduct normally receives a
two-level discount in his offense level. See
USSG § 3El1.1(a). To quaify for an
additional one-level reduction, the defendant
must either: timely provide *511 complete
information to the government anent his own
involvement inthe offense(s) of convictionor,
a least, timely notify the authorities of his
intention to plead guilty. 1d. 8 3E1.1(b). The
guidelinesoffer thissecond avenueasameans
of “permitting the government to avoid
preparing for trial and permitting the court to
allocate its resources efficiently.” 1d.

Thefirst of these routesis not availableto the
appellant. He did not discuss the details of
the offenses of conviction with the
government until the day before hisscheduled
sentencing. That hardly can be considered a
timely provision of complee information to
the government. See, e.g., United Sates v.
Brack, 188 F.3d 748, 765 (7th Cir.1999)
(finding no timely provision of complete
information when defendant was not debriefed
until four days beforetrial).

The second avenue also proves to be a dead
end. The district court regarded the
appellant's eleventh-hour decision to plead
guil ty, made on the day of jury empanel ment,
as failing to satisfy the applicable criterion.

That determination was not clearly erroneous.
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Although this case wasnot acomplicated one,
the government needed sometime to prepare
for trial-and the timing of the appellant's
change of plea meant that the government's
preparation had largelybeendone. Equally as
important, the appellant's belated decision
wasted judicial resources; jurors had been
summoned unnecessarily and the court's
calendar had been cleared to accommodate a
trial that never took place. A timely decision
ontheappell ant's part wouldhave ameliorated
these problems, saving the government a
significant portion of its trial preparation
expenses and allowing the court to husband
judicial resources. Under these
circumstances, denying the additiond
one-level discount was not clearly erroneous.
See, e.g., Morillo, 8 F.3d at 872 (finding no
clear error in denial of additional one-level
reduction when defendantwaited until the day
of jury selection to enter a guilty plea);
United Sates v. Donovan, 996 F.2d 1343,
1345 (1st Cir.1993) (per curiam) (finding no
clear error in denial of additional one-level
reduction when defendantwaited until theeve
of trial to plead guilty).

[2] The appellant makes a last-ditch effort to
salvage his acceptance of responsibility
argument: he asserts that his change of
counsel caused the dday in notifying the
government of his intent to change his plea
and that withholding the extra level of credit
infringes upon the exercise of his
constitutionally assured right, under the Sixth
Amendment, to counsel of hischoosing. We
agree with a portion of the appellant's
underlying premise, but intheend, wefind his
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argument unpersuasive.

The point of agreement isthat a district court
may properly consider the right to effective
assistance of counsel in determining if a
defendant qualifies for the additional
one-level reduction under section 3E1.1(b).
See, e.g., United Satesv. Altier, 91 F.3d 953,
958 (7th Cir.1996). Onthefactsof thiscase,
however, the conclusion tha the appellant
would have us draw does not follow from this
premise. Nothing in the record indicates that
the timing of the appellant's decision to plead
guilty had anything to do with switching from
one lawyer to another. Indeed, the appellant
does not even attempt to explain how
changing counsel impacted his decision to
abjure atrial.

In all events, the district court gave careful
attention to this plaint. The court found it
meritless, noting that the appellant may have
had a more plausible argument if, shortly
before he changed his plea, he had switched
from appointed counsel to retained counsel.

Y et, that was*512 not the scenario here; the
appellant's original attorney was
court-appointed but rapidly replaced by a
privately retained attorney, and the shuffling
to which the appellant points is the
replacement of that attorney with yet another
privately retained attorney. Thedistrict court
found that the appellant’s decision to jettison
one retained lawyer in favor of another,
without more, did not create a Sixth
Amendment impedi ment to thewithhol ding of
the additional one-level reduction. On the
record before us, that finding was not clearly
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erroneous.

B. Rolein the Offense.

We turn next to the appdlant's claim that he
shouldhavereceived atwo-level reductionfor
his minor role in the offenses of conviction.

The government argues plausibly that the
appellant either waived or forfeited this claim
of error because he failed to object to the PS|
Report within the prescribed period. See
Fed.R.Crim.P. 32(f); D.R.I. R. 40.2(a).

Giving the appellant the benefit of every
doubt, we assume, for agument's s&ke, that
the claim was properly preserved. On that
basis, appellate review is for clear error.

United Satesv. Graciani, 61 F.3d 70, 75 (1st

Cir.1995).

[3] A defendant who seeks a downward
adjustment stemming from his supposedly
peripheral rolein the offense bears the burden
of proof on that issue. United States v.
Ocasio, 914 F.2d 330, 332-33 (1st Cir.1990).
To qualify for a minor role reduction under
USSG § 3B1.2(b), the defendant must satisfy
a two-pronged test. First, he must
demonstratethat heislesscul pablethan most
of those involved in the offenses of
conviction. See United States v. Santos, 357
F.3d 136, 142 (1st Cir.2004); Ocasio, 914
F.2d at 333. Second, he must establish that
he is less culpable than most of those who
have perpetrated similar crimes. See Santos
357 F.3d at 142; Ocasio, 914 F.2d at 333.

[4] In an effort to satisfy the first prong, the

Page 8

appellant asserts that Weeks was the
ringleader-the person who arranged the
transaction-while he (Mateo-Espejo) was
merely acourier. This assertion lacks force.

Although the appellant may not have
arranged the initial meeting, he transported a
large amount of crack to the delivery site,
played asignificant role in the culmination of
the sale, and met again with the buyer (this
time, without Weeks) to collect the unpaid
balanceof the purchaseprice. Based onthese
facts, thedistrict court found that the appel lant
was not substantially less cupable than his
coconspirator (and, thus, not a minor
participant).

That finding demands our fealty. After all,
this court repeatedly has upheld the denial of
downwardrole-in-the-offense adjustmentsfor
defendants who have been no more involved
in drug transactions than the appellant. For
example, in United Sates v. Ortiz-Santiago,
211 F.3d 146 (1st Cir.2000), we descried no
clear error inthe sentencing court'sdenial of a
minor role adjustment where the defendant
had performed only “menial tasks’ such as
unloading the drugs and conducting
surveillance. 1d. at 149. So too in United
Sates v. Gonzalez-Soberal, 109 F.3d 64 (1st
Cir.1997), we discerned no clear error in the
sentencing court's denial of a downward
role-in-the-offense adjustment on the
assumption that the defendant had been no
more than a courier. Id. at 73-74. Andin
United Sates v. Cepeda, 907 F.2d 11 (1st
Cir.1990), we found no clear error in the
sentencing court's denial of a minor role
adjustment where, as here, the defendant
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delivered drugs and collected money. 1d. at
12.  Silhouetted against this precedential
backdrop, the decision of the court below
denyingtheappellant'srequest that* 513 he be
classified as a minor participant cannot be
characterized asclearly erroneous. Cf. United
Sates v. Gonzalez, 363 F.3d 15, 18 (1st
Cir.2004) (per curiam) (“Evenif [defendant's]
role were limited to that of driver, that would
not necessarily, without more, prove that he
deserved arole adjustment.”).

C. Booker Error.

In Booker, the Supreme Court held that a
defendant's Sixth Amendment right to trial by
jury isviolated when his sentence is imposed
under a mandatory guidelines system that
gives decretory significance to judge-found
facts. 125 S.Ct. at 756. The appellant notes
that he was sentenced prior to the Booker
decision and under the mandatory guidelines
system then in effect.  Building on this
foundation, he maintains that his sentence is
ta nted by Booker error.

[5] The appellant did nat make a Sixth
Amendment objection a the time of
sentencing, so this clam of error is
unpreserved. Consequently, our review isfor
plain error. United States v. Guzméan, 419
F.3d 27, 30 (1st Cir.2005); United Sates v.
Antonakopoulos, 399 F.3d 68, 75 (st
Cir.2005). To cross that threshold, the
appellant must show “(1) that an error
occurred (2) which was clear or obvious and
which not only (3) affected [his] substantial

Page 9

rights, but also (4) seriously impaired the
fairness, integrity, or public reputation of
judicial proceedings.”  United Sates v.
Duarte, 246 F.3d 56, 60 (1st Cir.2001).

In this instance, thelower court, operating in
accordancewith the pre-Booker norm, treated
the guidelines as mandatory. Thus, the first
two elements of the plain-error formulation
are present here.  See Antonakopoulos, 399
F.3d at 77.

[6] To satisfy the third element, the appellant
must demonstrate areasonabl e probability that
he would have received a lesser sentence
under an advisory guidelines regime. See
Guzman, 419 F.3d at 30; Antonakopoulos,
399 F.3d at 75. Although we are not overly
demanding in our assessment of adefendant's
attempt to make this showing, see United
Sates v. Heldeman, 402 F.3d 220, 224 (1st
Cir.2005), wedorequire* something concrete,
whether or not in the sentencing record itself,
that provides a plausible basis for such a
finding,” Guzman, 419 F.3d at 32.

[7] The appellant first suggests that there are
factors present here that the sentencing court,
under a mandatory guidelines system, wes
unableto consider when passing sentence and
that, under an advisory guidelines system,
these factors would have led to a milder
sentence. In this regard, the appellant, who
was twenty-three years of age at the time of
sentencing, mentions his youth and his
significant familial responsibilities. While
the district court did not allude to either of
these factors at sentencing, the appellant
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attributes the court's silence to the prohibitory
language of the now-discredited mandatory
guidelines system.  See USSG § 5H1.1
(directing that age ordinarily should not be
deemed relevant in determining whether a
sentence should be imposed outside the
applicable GSR); id. 8§ 5H1.6 (same, with
respect to family circumstances).

It is, of course, possible that a judge might
reserve comment on a matter because he
thought that the mandatory nature of the
sentencing guidelines rendered comment
futile. Here, however, thedistrict court, fully
apprised by the PSlI Report of the appel lant's
age and family responsibilities, went out of its
way to indicate its reluctance to impose the
low-end sentencethat the governmentstrongly
recommended.  The court stated, in no
uncertain terms, that it did not see “any
reason” for a sentence at the bottom of the
GSR, “except for the government's *514
recommendation.” These statements are a
powerful indication that the court was
unpersuaded that the factorslimned in the PSI
Report counseled in favor of leniency. Inthe
last analysis, the colloquy in the record, taken
as a whole, neither suggests nor supports a
reasonable probability tha the court would
have imposed a sentence outside the GSR
under an advisory guidelines regime.

The appellant has another string to his bow.
He asseverates that there were other
circumstances, not mentioned in the PS|
Report, that would have led the court to
impose a more lenient sentence. We reject
this asseveration.
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[8] The first circumstance to which the
appellant dludes is the disparity between his
97-month sentence and Weeks's 70-month
sentence. A well-founded claim of di sparity,
however, assumes that apples are being
compared to apples. Here, there is no true
disparity; differencesbetween the appellant's
belated and grudging cooperation and Weeks's
prompt and full cooperation sensibly account
for the differing sentences. On a practical
level, it would seem patently unreasonable to
endorse a regime in which a defendant could
steadfastly withhold cooperation from the
authorities and then cry foul when a
coconspirator benefits from rendering
substantial assistance to the govemment.

[9] The only other “new” circumstance to
whichthe appellant advertsishisclaimthat he
committed the crimes because he needed
money to provide for an ailing grandmother
and parentswho were being evicted fromtheir
home. Thisline of defense did not work for
Jean Valjean, cf. Victor Hugo, Les
Misérables (Norman Denny trans., Penguin
Books 1982) (1862), and we see no basis for
a reasonable expectation that it would have
worked here. After al, the sentencing court
was aware of the appelant's familia
obligationsand it said nothing that might lead
to awell-founded belief that those obligations
ought to impact the length of the sentence.

That slence, combined with the court's
avowed reluctance even to give the appellant
a sentence at the bottom of the GSR, leadsto
the conclusion that the appellant has failed to
demonstrate a reasonabl e probability that the
Booker error had a prejudidal effect in this
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case. See, eg., United Satesv. Martins, 413
F.3d 139, 154 (1st Cir.2005); United Satesv.
Vega Molina, 407 F.3d 511, 534 (st

Cir.2005).

Because the appellant has not shown a
reasonable probability that the lower court
would have imposed a more lenient sentence
under an advisory guidelinessystem, wereject
his Booker challenge.

1. CONCLUSION

We need go no further. The court below did
not err in calculating the applicable GSR. It
did, of course, commit Booker error, but that
unpreserved error was not prejudicial (and,
therefore, was not plain). Accordingly, there
isnojustificationfor disturbi ng theappell ant's
sentence.

Affirmed.
C.A.1(R.I.),2005.
U.S. v. Mateo-Espgo
426 F.3d 508

END OF DOCUMENT
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Background: Defendant wasconvictedinthe
United States District Court for the Northern
District of Alabama, No.
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Judge, of conspiracy to commit wire and
securitiesfraud that resulted in losses of some
$400 million, and false certification of
financial information filedwith the Securities
and Exchange Commission (SEC), and
sentenced to 60 months probation, and
government appeal ed.
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Circuit Judge, held that district court's
consideration of defendant's “exemplary
record” and “the situation with his daughter,”
in the context of a substantial-assistance
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350HK996 k. Sufficiency.
Most Cited Cases
Sentencing Guidelines contemplate a
substantial-assistance determination that is
individualized to the defendant based on the
relevant factors and more specific than a
simplestatement that thereductionisbased on
the defendant's substantial assistance.
U.SS.G.85K1.1, ps., 18U.SCA.

* 1348 Joyce White Vance, Birmingham, AL,
for U.S.

Sam _Heldman, Gardner, Middlebrooks,
Gibbons & Kittrell, Washington, DC, J. Don
Foster, Jackson, Foster & Graham, LLC,
Mobile, AL, for McV ay.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Northern District of Alabama.

Before DUBINA and MARCUS, Circuit
Judges, and GOLDBERG™, Judge.

EN* HonorableRichard W. Goldberg,
Judge, United States Court of
International Trade, sitting by
designation.

*1349 MARCUS, Circuit Judge:

Page 3

The United States appeal s from a sentence of
60 months' probation imposed by the district
courtonMalcolmE. McVay, theformer Chief
Financial Officer, Senior Vice-President, and
Treasurer of HealthSouth Corporation
(“HealthSouth”).  McVay pled guilty to
conspiracy to commit wire and securities
fraud that resulted in losses of some $400
million, and to false certification of financial
information filed with the Securities and
Exchange Commission (“SEC”). On appedl,
the government argues that the trial court
erred by downwardly departing so drastically
fromthe Sentencing Guidelinesrange-froman
offenselevel 29to an offenselevel 8-based on
the government's substantial-assistance
motion, filed pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3553(€)
and U.SS.G. § 5K1.1. This 21-level
departure resulted in an adjustment from a
Guidelines sentencing range of 87 to 108
months imprisonment to asentencing range of
0 to 6 months imprisonment. The
government says that this extraordinary
downward departure was unwarranted as a
substantial-assigance adjustment.

After careful review of the record and the
parties briefs and oral arguments, we
conclude the district court reversibly erred by
downwardly departing so sharply, based on
substantial assistance, virtually without
explanation, and on awholly improper basis.

Accordingly, we vacate McVay's sentence
and remand for resentencing consigent with
this opinion.
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Thisisthe fourth appeal by the United States
challenging what we have called “dramatic”
and “extraordinary’ downward depatures
awvarded by the district court, without
sufficient record support. See United Sates
v. Livesay, 146 Fed.Appx. 403 (11th Cir.2005)
(reversing “dramatic” 18-level reduction in
offense level based on record that provided
“scant basis to assess reasonableness’ of
departure); United States v. Bdits, 135
Fed.Appx. 416 (11th Cir.2005) (reversing
“extraordinary” 26-level reductionin offense
level based on record that “is incapable of
meaningful appellaterevien”); United Sates
v. Martin, 135 Fed.Appx. 411 (11th Cir.2005)
(reversing “extraordinary” 21-level reduction
in offense level based on record tha “is
incapable of meaningful gopellate review”).
All arise out of crimes, to which all four
defendants, former executivesof HealthSouth,
pled guilty, in connection with a massive,
multibillion-dollar securitiesfraud. Asinthe
other three cases, theinstant offensesoccurred
inthe courseof aconspiracy by senior officers
of HealthSouth, one o the nation's largest
providers of outpatient surgery, diagnostic
imaging, and rehabilitative healthcare
services.  HealthSouth has approximately
1,800 locationsin all fifty states, Puerto Rico,
the United Kingdom, Australia, and Canada.

HealthSouth is an issuer of a class of
securities registered under Section 12 of the
Securities and Exchange Act of 1934, 15
U.S.C. 878I. Becauseitscommon stock was
listed on the New York Stock Exchange,
HealthSouth was required to comply with
federal securities laws and reguldions to
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ensure that the company's financid
information was accurately reported and
disclosed to the public.

Beginning in 1994, if not earlier, senior
officers of HealthSouth conspired to inflate
sharply financial statements filed with the
SEC, including the company's Forms 10-Q
and 10-K for years 1994 through 2002.
Publicly traded corporaions must file the
Form 10-Q quarterly and the Form 10-K
annually with the SEC, pursuant to the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15U.S.C. §
78m,and 17 C.F.R. 88240.13a-1, 240.13a-13.
The conspirators accomplished this earnings
inflationinthefinancial statementsby making
false entries in HealthSouth's books and
records and presenting* 1350 false financial
reportsto banks and other lenders. Some of
HedthSouth's officers, including McVay, took
these actions after recognizing that the
company's financial results were not
producing sufficient earnings to meet or
exceed Wall Street “earning expectations’ or
“analystexpectations’ andthat theseshortfalls
would lead to a decline in the market price of
HealthSouth's securities.

Over the course of the conspiracy, the
cumulativeinflationsamounted to about $400
million. When the conspiracy was uncovered
in March 2003, the SEC temporarily
suspended trading and the total drop in value
of the outstanding stock was approximately
$1.4 billion.  While the investing public,
HealthSouth shareholders, and the company
were the direct victims of the conspiracy, the
scheme collaterally affected many others,
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including: HealthSouth employees, several of
whom were fired when the conspiracy was
discovered, and particularly those who had
participated in the company's stock ownership
plan or pension fund and were long-time
employees dose to retirement; employees of
contractors who were dependent on
HealthSouth contracts for income; banksand
other lenders who loaned money to
HealthSouth based on the false financial
information; and health-service competitors
wholost business or financing, again based on
HealthSouth's fd se financial representations.

Malcoim McVay was employed at
HealthSouth from September 1999 to May
2003. In September 2000, he was promoted
to Senior Vice-President and Treasurer.

From August 27, 2002 to January 3, 2003,
McVay was the Chief Financial Officer
(“CFQO”) and Treasurer of the company.

Findly, in April 2003, he served solely as
Treasurer. Shortly after he became CFO in
August 2002, McV ay learned that revenue had
been materially overstated in prior quarters
and that cash was materially overstated on the
balance sheet. At the plea colloquy, McVay
informed the district court that the person who
told him about the irregularities was Emery
Harris, who was then serving as Group
Vice-President and Controller. McVay also
spoke to the then-current CEO, Richard
Scrushy, who informed McVay that it was
okay to sign the 10-Q becauseirregularitiesin
the numbers on the form were
“commonplace.” Despitethisknowledge, on
or about November 14, 2002, McVay signed
HealthSouth's 10-Q Form for the third quarter
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of 2002, knowing that it did not fairly
represent the financial condition at Health
South.

On April 21, 2003, in a three-count
information, McVay was charged with
conspiracy to commit wire and securities
fraud, inviolation of 18 U.S.C. § 371 (“ Count
1"), and falsification of financial information
filed with the SEC, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§1350 and 18 U.S.C. § 2 (“Count 2"). The
information also included a forfeiture count,
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §981 and 28 U.S.C. §
2461(c). McVay pled guilty to all three
counts under a plea agreement in which the
government agreed to recommend that McVay
be given athree-level reduction to hisoffense
level for hisacceptance of responsibility, and
also agreed to filea motion for a downward
departure based on substantid assistance,
pursuantto U.S.S.G. §5K1.1and 18 U.S.C. §
3553(e), if the government determined that
McVay's cooperation and substantid
assistance warranted such a motion.

At sentencing, the presentence investigation
report (“PSI”) recommended a base offense
level of 6 and the following adjustments. (1)
a 26-level upward adjustment based on a
$1,390,800,000 loss (representing the total
drop in value of the outstanding stock when
the conspiracy was uncovered in March 2003
and the *1351 SEC temporarily suspended
trading), pursuant to U.S.S.G. 8§
2B1.1(b)(1)(N) (2002); and (2) a 3-level
reduction for acceptance of responsbility,
pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 3E1.1.  With an
adjusted offense level of 29 and a criminal
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history category | (based on O criminal history
points), McVay's Guidelinessentencing range
was 87 to 108 months imprisonment. The
PSI recommended a sentence at the bottom of
that range, 87 months, /™

EN1. The probation officer noted that
if the government filed a 8 5K1.1
motion, she would recommend a
probationary term, with at least 6
months home detention and a
substantial fine and/or restitution.
Shesuggested thefollowingreasoning
supported a downward departure
based on substantial assistance:

The conduct committed by this
defendant isashame. Heisasingle
father who, with the exception of his
actions in the instant offense, was
successful in building a financially
secure future for himself and his
daughter. It is this officer's opinion
that the individuals higher on the
“food chain” of this conspiracy
exploited the defendant's drive for
success. Thisdefendant, although he
held a position of great significance
(CFO), was not in the “family” who
w[as] the foundation of this
congpiracy. He was not involved in
the “family meetings’ and he did not
direct anyone inthe furtherance of the

conspiracy.

The government and McVay filed objections
to the PSI.= The government also filed a §
5K 1.1 motion for adownward departurefrom
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the Guidelines, citing McVay's substantial
assistanceintheinvestigation and prosecution
of others. Thegovernment noted that McVay
made himself available on a“continuous and
regular basis’ and provided *“information
implicating several other culpable
individuals.” McVay's “immediate
cooperation hasallowed the HealthSouth case
to be prosecuted at apacewhich, on arelative
basis, constitutes swift and efficient
enforcement of the United States criminal
laws. Further, the details of the fraudulent
scheme were exposed to the public shortly
after discovery of thefraud due, in part, tothe
defendant's cooperation.” The government
continued: “The United States expects the
defendant to continue his substantial
assistanceintheinvestigation and prosecution
of others after the sentencing heaing is
complete.”

EN2. At the sentencing hearing, the
district court determined that the
government's objections were filed
untimely because they were not filed
within 14 days of receipt of the PSI.

The government does not appeal that
decision.

In connection with the substantial-assistance
motion, based on McVay's adjusted offense
level of 29, the government recommended
that, despite McVay's coopeation, a
“substantial term of imprisonment isrequired”
given the seriousness of McVay's crimes.

After noting that McVay “knowingly
submit[ted] false and mideading financia
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statementsto the markets..., knowing that the
document he submitted had between 2 and
$400 million of phoney cash,” thegovernment
urged that “ giving Mr. McVay anything other
thanasubstantial term of imprisonment inthis
case sendsthe messageto the marketsthat this
type of conduct can be committed and
committed successfully without punishment.”

The government ultimately urged a term of
not less than 65 months' imprisonment.

At the sentencing hearing, the government
presented the testimony of Neal A. Seiden, a
senior staff accountant in the SEC Division of
Enforcement,in support of theamount of |oss.
Seiden opined that a conservative estimate of
the amount of loss to the stockholders was
approximately $330 million.

Infact, thedistrict court found that the amount
of lossto the victims was approximately $400
million. It adopted the PSI's *1352
recommendationsasto offenselevel, criminal
history and sentencing range. Immediately
after the government noted its
substantial-assi stance motion and requested a
sentence of not less than 65 months, without
further discussion or any explanation, the
district court summarily stated: “All right.
The Court departs downward to a Level 8
which, when combinedwithacriminal history
category of 1, creates a Guideline
Imprisonment Range of 0 to 6 months, afine
range of $1,000.00 to $1,000,000.00, and a
supervised releaseterm of 2to 3years.” The
court then imposed the following sentence:
First, you shd | pay afine of $10,000.00, with
interest waived. | will not require restitution
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because the number of identifiable victimsis
so large as to make restitution impracticable.
And determining complex issues of fact
relating to the amount of the victims' losses
would complicate or prolong the sentencing
process to a degree that the need to provide
restitution to any victim is substantially
outweighed by the burden on the sentencing
process.
And thirdly, in light of the pending civil
litigation to which you are a party defendant,
the Court will not order restitution in this case
on consideration of the other two findingsl've
just made.
You shall pay to the United States a special
assessment of $200.00. And that specia
assessment and fine are due immediately.
Y ou shall be placed on probation for aterm of
5yearsasto CountsOneand Two, separ ately,
with the sentence on each count to run
concurrently with the other.
Y ou shall serve 6 months home detention for
thefirst part of that probationary period. The
home detention may include electronic
monitoring as directed by the probation
officer.

You shall forfeit $50,000.00 to the United
States which will be made available to the
victims of your crime.

The probationary sentenceisinfluenced by the
exemplary record you've compiled before
becoming involved in thismost seriouskind of
criminal activity and by the circumstances
surrounding your daughter.

(emphasisadded). The foregoingisthe only
record explanation given by the district court
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to support its downward departure, from an
advisory Guidelines range of 87 to 101
months' imprisonment to a probationary term,
and McVay's resulting sentence.

After thedistrict court announced the terms of
the sentence, the government stated that, in
addition to its objection to the ultimate
sentence imposed, it objected to “the Court's
failure to follow 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553 and the
factors that are supposed to be considered in
the imposition of sentence,” to which the
district court responded:

| have factored al of those considerations in
imposing the sentence that | have. | dowish
to point out that it's only because of your
motion that I'm alowed to exercise any
discretion. Otherwise, the discretion would
be with the United States Attorney. If you
hadn't made the motion for a downward
departure, | wouldhave had to sentencehimto
at least 87 months.

Initsfinal (written) judgment, entered on June
7, 2004, the district court checked a box
stating that the downward departure was
“based on 5K1.1 motion of the government
based on the defendant's substential
assistance.”  The court offered no other
explanation or additional reasons.  This
appeal followed.

[1] Wereview adistrict court's interpretation
of the Sentencing Guidelines de * 1353 novo
and its factual findings for clear error. See
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United States v. Jordi, 418 F.3d 1212, 1214
(11th Cir.), cert. denied, --- U.S. ----, 126
S.Ct. 812, 163 .Ed.2d 639 (2005). Although
we review a defendant'sultimate sentence for
reasonableness, United Sates v. Booker, 543
U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160 L.Ed.2d 621
(2005), “[n]othing in Booker suggests that a
reasonabl enessstandard should governreview
of the interpretation and application as
advisory of the Guidelinesby adistrict court.”
United States v. Crawford, 407 F.3d 1174,
1178 (11th Cir.2005). This is so because
“Booker did not affect 18 U.S.C. section
3742(f), which mandates remand of any case
in which the sentence was imposed as aresult
of an incorrect application of the sentencing
guidelines.” 1d. (internal quotation marksand
citation omitted). Thus, whether the district
court misapplied the Guidelines remains,
according to our pre-Booker precedent,
subject to de novo review. See United States
v. Luiz, 102 F.3d 466, 468 (11th Cir.1996)
(engaging in de novo review of whether
district court misapplied 8 5K1.1 in refusing
to grant downward departure).

[2] Before we conduct a reasonableness
review of the ultimate sentence imposed, “we
first determine whether the district court
correctly interpreted and applied the
Guidelines to calculate the appropriae
advisory Guidelinesrange.” United Satesv.
Williams, 435 F.3d 1350, 1353 (1ith
Cir.2006) (citing Crawford, 407 F.3d at
1178). Itisonly after adistrict court correctly
calculates the Guidelines range, which it still
must do after Booker, that it may consider
imposing a more severe or more lenient
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sentence. Id.; see also United Sates v.
Caldwell, 431 F.3d 795, 798 (11th Cir.2005)
(“ After United Satesv. Booker, ... the district
court isstill required to correctly calculate the
guidelines range, and the same standards of
review apply.” (footnote omitted)), cert.
denied, --- U.S. ----, 126 S.Ct. 1665, 164
L.Ed.2d 405 (2006); Crawford, 407 F.3d at
1178-79 (holding that after Booker, district
courts “remain [ ] obliged to ‘consult’ and
‘take into account’ the Guidelines in
sentencing,” and the Guidelines “remain an
essential consideration in the imposition of
federal sentences, albeit aongwiththefactors
in 8 3553(a)”; observing that the consultation
requirement is “inescapable”).

[3] We have held that “ pursuant to 18 U.S.C.
8§ 3742(a), a defendant may not gopea a
court's refusa to make a downward
departure.” United Satesv. Castellancs, 904
F.2d 1490, 1497 (11th Cir.1990) (citation
omitted).  We will, however, review the
government's challenge to the extent of a
departure under 8 5K1.1 for an abuse of
discretion. United States v. Blas, 360 F.3d
1268, 1274 (11th Cir.2004). As we have
recognized, “[o]nce it has made a 5K1.1
motion, the government has no control over
whether and to wha extent the district court
departs from the Guidelines, except that if a
departure occurs, the government may argue
on appeal that the sentence imposed was
‘unreasonable.” ” United Sates v. Pippin,
903 F.2d 1478, 1485 (11th Cir.1990)
(emphasis added).™2
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EN3. The government has not
appealed the initial calculation of the
Guidelines range in the PSI, which
was adopted by the district court prior
to its decision to grant a
substantial-assistance departure. The
government objected in the district
court to the PSI's use of the 2002
Guidelines, arguing that the PSI used
the wrong version of the Guidelines
because the probation officer focused
on the date of the last overt act, as
chargedintheinformation (November
2002), rather than the date of the
offense of conviction (McVay did not
withdraw from the conspiracy prior to
March 2003). Cf. Pippin, 903 F.2d at
1482 (commission of ovet act in
furtherance of conspiracy after
effective date of Sentencing
Guidelines was not prerequisite to
application of Guidelines in
compliance with ex post facto clause
where conspiracy continued after
effective date of Guidelines) (citing
United Satesv. WellsFargo Armored
Serv. Corp., 587 F.2d 782, 783 (5th
Cir.1979) (affirming conspiracy
conviction under Sherman Act after a
plea of nolo contendere, even though
defendant argued that his conviction
violated the ex post facto clause “in
that theindictment purportedto charge
a felony without alleging that overt
acts occurred during the time period
after December 21, 1974, when the
offense was made a felony”)). Bu,
because the government has not
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appeaed the district court's decision
that the government's objection was
untimely, on remand, thedistrict court
need not recalculate the initia
Guidelines range, which is not
disputed here. Thus, we start our
analysisfrom the correctly calculated
Guidelinesrange of 87 to 108 months
imprisonment, which was based on an
adjusted offense level of 29 and a
criminal hi story category |.

*1354 [4] The government concedes that a
substantial-assistance departure from the
Guidelines range was warranted here, but
challenges the district court's enumeration of
non-assistance-related grounds for
downwardly departing, and the extent of the
departure asbeing wholly unreasonable. The
government addsthat to the extent the district
court provided two cursory explanationsof its
reasoning-(1) the substantial-assistance
motion, and (2) McVay's “exemplary record”
and “the circumstances surrounding his
daughter”-the enumerated reasons did not
provide sufficient support for its dramatic
departure.

[5] Section 5K1.1 provides that “[u]pon
motion of the government stating that the
defendant has provided substantial assistance
in the investigation or prosecution of another
person who has committed an offense, the
court may depart from the guidelines.”
U.S.S.G. 8§ 5K1.1, p.s. The appropriate
substanti al-assi stance reduction

shall be determined by the court for reasons
stated that may include, but are not limited to,
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consideration of the following:

(2) the court's evduation of the significance
and usefulness of the defendant's assistance,
taking into consideration the government's
evaluation of the assistance rendered;

(2) the truthfulness, completeness, and
reliability of any information or testimony
provided by the defendant;

(3) the nature and extent of the defendant's
assistance;

(4) any injury suffered, or any danger or risk
of injury to the defendant or his family
resulting from his assistance;

(5) the timeliness of the defendant's
assistance.

U.S.S.G.85K1.1(a), p.s. Thecommentay to
8§ 5K1.1 recognizes that the “nature, extent,
and significance of assistance can involve a
broad spectrum of conduct that must be
evaluated by the court on anindividual basis,”
and, thus, accords latitude to the sentencing
judge to reduce a sentence based on “variable
relevantfactors.” U.S.S.G. 85K 1.1 comment.
(backg'd). “The sentencing judge must,
however, state the reasons for reducing a
sentence under this section.” Id. (citing 18
U.S.C. 8 3553(c)). Thus, it is clear the
Guidelines contemplate a
substantial-assistance determination that is
individualized to the defendant based on the
relevant factors and more specific than a
simplestatement that thereductionisbased on
the defendant's substantial assistance.

Moreover, the commentary to § 5K1.1
requires the sentencing court to give
“[s]ubstantial weight ... to the government's
evaluation of the extent of the defendant's
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assistance.” U.S.S.G. § 5K1.1, comment.
(n.3).

The only individualized analysis that we can
discern in the instant sentencing calculaion
was the PSI's and the district court's vague
references to McVay's “exemplay *1355
record” and “relationship with his daughter”
as supporting the 8 5K1.1 downward
departure. However, we have made clear that
“[w]hen, on the Government's motion, a
district court grants a downward departure
under U.S.S.G. § 5K 1.1 or reduces a sentence
under Rule 35(b), the sentence reduction may
be based only on factors related to the
defendant'ssubstantial assistance.” Luiz, 102
F.3d at 469 (emphasis added); see also
United States v. Aponte, 36 F.3d 1050, 1052
(11th Cir.1994) (holding that a cout, in
considering a8 5K 1.1 motion to depart below
a statutory minimum, should only consider
factors relative to a defendant's substantial
assistance); cf. United States .
Chavarria-Herrara, 15F.3d 1033, 1037 (11th
Cir.1994) (reversing Rule 35(b)
substantial -assi stancedeparture, wheredistrict
court considered factors such as the
defendant's first-timeoffender statusand good
prison behavior in reducing his sentence).

Thus, the district courts consideration of
McVay's “exemplary record” and “the
situation with hisdaughter,” in the context of
a 8 5K1.1 substantial-assistance departure,
was error as a matter of law and must be
reversed. Simply put, although the
sentencing court had discretion under 8 5K1.1
to decide (1) whether to depart from the
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guidelinesbased on substantial assistance, and
(2) if so, the reasonable extent of that
departure, plainly itdid not have discretion to
consider factors altogether unrelated to the
nature and extent of McVay'sassistance. See
Luiz, 102 F.3d at 469; cf. United Sates v.
Davis, 407 F.3d 1269, 1271 (11th Cir.2005)
(rejecting government's argument that district
court's grant of 8§ 5K1.1 motion rendered
Booker error harmless beyond a reasonable
doubt; “The flaw in the Government's
argument is that the grant of § 5K 1.1 did not
give the sentencing court ‘unfettered
discretion, but rather, gave the court only
limited discretion to consider the assistance
that Davis rendered.”).

The foregoing prohibition on the
consideration of factors unrelated to
substantial assistance is consistent with a
majority of the courts of appeals that have
consideredtheissue. See, e.g., United Sates
v. Pepper, 412 F.3d 995, 999 (8th Cir.2005)
(holding that district court's consideration of
non-assistance-related matters in the context
of a8 5K1.1 motion was improper); United
Sates v. Pearce, 191 F.3d 488, 492 (4th
Cir.1999) (holding that “ any factor considered
by the district court on a8 5K 1.1 motion must
relateto the ‘ nature, extent, and significance’
of the defendant's assistance” (quoting
U.SSG. 8§ 5K1.1 comment. (backg'd)));
United Statesv. Campbell, 995 F.2d 173, 175
(10th Cir.1993) (holding that “adistrict court
may depart below the minimum sentence set
by Congress only to reflect substantia
assistance by the defendant”); United Sates
v. Valente, 961 F.2d 133, 134-35 (9th
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Cir.1992) (rejecting defendant'sargument that
“oncethe court departed below the mandatory
minimum sentence pursuant to the
government's [substantial assistance] motion,
it was free to depart even further downward
based on Valente's ‘aerrant’ behavior”);
United Sates v. Thomas, 930 F.2d 526, 529
(7th Cir.1991) (holding that “only factors
relating to a defendant’s cooperation should
influence the extent of a departure for
providing substantial assistance under §
3553(€)”), overruled on other grounds by
United States v. Canoy, 38 F.3d 893, 903-07
(7th Cir.1994). Indeed, the assistance-related
limitation on adistrict court's consideration of
a 8 5K1.1 motion formed the basis for our
post-Booker reversal and remand for
resentencinginDavis, inwhichweheld that a
§ 5K1.1 motion does not render a Booker
error harmless because a sentencing court is
limited by the factors identified in § 5K1.1
when determining the extent of the downward
departure. See 407 F.3d at 1271; see also
*1356United Sates v. Turnbough, 425 F.3d
1112, 1115 (8th Cir.2005) (same) (citing

Davis).

The district court's consideration of factors
unrelated to substantial assistance was
improper. Moreover, under the facts and
circumstances of this case, the di strict court's
single mention of the government's
substantial-assistance motion alone did not
warrant the extraordinary departure grantedin
this case.

Section 5K 1.1 alows a downward departure
upon motion by the government based on the
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defendant’s substantial assistance*for reasons
stated.” U.S.S.G. § 5K1.1(a), p.s. Here, the
record contains no indication that the
sentencing judge considered any of the §
5K1.1(a) factors. Moreover, in its written
judgment, the court provided no reasons, other
than the single fact of the government's
motion, for theextent of its§ 5K 1.1 departure.
Although the government's motion for a §
5K1.1 departure detailed the extent of
McVay's assistance and its usefulness, the
district court failed to consider the
government's evaluation of the assistance
provided, as required by Application Note 3.
See U.S.S.G. §5K1.1, comment. (n.3).

Onthisrecord, meaningful appellaereviewis
simply not possi ble due to the district court's
(1) erroneous consideration of
non-assistance-related factors, and (2) failure
toconsider the§ 5K 1.1(a) factorsor otherwise
detail a permissible basis for the
substanti al -assi stance departure uponwhichiit
did rely. Cf. United Sates v. Suarez, 939
F.2d 929, 933 (11th Cir.1991) (observing that
“[t]he district court's reasons [for departing]
must be sufficiently specific so that an
appellate court can engage in the meaningful
review envisioned by the Sentencing
Guidelines’). Here there was no discussion
by the district court of the assistance provided
by McVay to thegovernment. Nor wasthere
any discussion about the nature and extent of
that assistance, nor was there any reference,
let alone any explanation for reecting the
government's recommendation of 65 months
in  prison. Section 5K1.1 expressly
enumerates, as we have noted, several
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particular factors for the district court to
consider including the government's
evaluation of the assistance the truthfulness
and reliability of theinformation provided by
the defendant, any injury suffeed or any
danger or risk of injury to the defendant or his
family resulting from his assistance, or,
indeed, the timeliness of the defendant's
assistance. U.S.S.G. § 5K1.1(a), p.s. None
were so much as referenced by the district
court. On remand, in considering the
government's substantial-assistance motion,
the district court is obliged to confine its 8
5K1.1 andysis to assistance-related reasons
supporting a departure and state its reasoning
if it departs in such a manner as to enable us
to engage in meaningful appellate review.

Because we must remand for resentencing in
light of the district court's consideration of
improper factors within the 8 5K1.1 calculus
and its failure to provide any rationale for its
extraordinary departure, we have no occasion
to address the permissible extent of a
substantial-assi stance departure or the overal
reasonableness of the ultimate sentence. We
do however provide the following
observations for guidance at resentencing.

First, on remand, in deciding the nature and
extent of a substantial-assistance departure,
the district court should consider the factors
expressly enumerated in 8 5K1.1(a), p.s.

Moreover, after it has decided the length of
departure warranted by the substantial
assistance motion, the district court is then
obliged to take into account the advisory
Guidelines range and the sentencing factors
set forthin 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a) in fashioning
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areasonable sentence. See Booker, 543 U.S.
at 259-60, 125 S.Ct. 738. “The factorsin 8
3553(a) include: (1) the nature and
circumstances of the offense; *1357 (2) the
history and characteristics of the defendant;
(3) the need for the sentence imposed to
reflect the seriousness of the offense, to
promote respect for the law, and to provide
just punishment; (4) the need to protect the
public; and (5) the Guidelinesrange.” United
Satesv. Scott, 426 F.3d 1324, 1328-29 (11th
Cir.2005) (citing 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a)).

We add that when imposing asentencefalling
far outside of the Guidelines range, based on
the § 3553(a) factors, “[an extraordinary
reduction must be supported by extraordinary
circumstances.” United Satesv. Dalton, 404
F.3d 1029, 1033 (8th Cir.2005); see also
United Statesv. Moreland, 437 F.3d 424, 434
(4th Cir.2006) (when district court imposes
sentence substantially outside of the
Guidelines range, “[t]he farther the court
diverges from the advisory guideline range,
the more compelling the reasons for the
divergence must be’); United States v.
Johnson, 427 F.3d 423, 426-27 (7th Cir.2005)
(“How compelling [the] justification must be
[to support a sentence varying from the
Guidelinesrange] isproportional tothe extent
of the difference between the advisory range
and the sentence imposed.”). We pause to
note that, in the absence of truly compelling
reasons-in the face of a multi-billion dollar
securitiesfraud at the expense of theinvesting
public-asix-month probationary termgivento
the Chief Financial Officer, Senior
Vice-President,and Treasurer of thecompany
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at the time of the fraud (who signed the Form
10-Q with full knowledge of itsfalsity), isnot
easily reconcilable with the basic factors
enumerated by Congress in 8 3553(a),
including the need for a sentenceto reflect the
seriousnessof the offense, to promote respect
for the law, and to provide just punishment.

Accordingly, we vacate and remand McVay's
sentence for resentencing in a manner
consistent with this opinion and with the
Supreme Court's decision in Booker.
VACATED AND REMANDED.

C.A.11 (Ala.),2006.

U.S.v. McVay

447 F.3d 1348, 19 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. C 515
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Background: Defendant wasconvictedinthe
United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Caroling Malcolm J.
Howard, J., of illegally reentering the United
States after being deported, and government
appeal ed sentence.

Holdings. The Court of Appeals, Wilkins,
Chief Judge, held that:

1(1) need to avoid sentencing disparities
between defendants receiving fast-track
downward departures and those not receiving
such departures did not justify four level
downward departure, and

5(2) defendant was not significantly more
deserving of alower sentence than the typical
defendant whose illegal reentry crime has
produced the 37 to 46 month guideline range,
and thusimposition of 24-month sentencewas
unreasonable.

Vacated and remanded for resentencing.
West Headnotes

[1] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€~870
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350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350Hk870 k. Other Particular
Grounds. Most Cited Cases
Need to avoid sentencing disparities between
defendants receiving fast-track downward
departures and those not receiving such
departures did not justify imposition of
24-month prison sentence for defendant
convicted of illegal reentry after deportation,
which was 13 months less than the low end of
theguidelinerangeand reflected equival ent of
four level downward departure allowable in
fast-track districts. Immigration and
Nationality Act, 8 276(a, b)(2), 8 U.S.C.A. §
1326(a, b)(2); 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a)(6);.

[2] Criminal Law 110 €1147

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
When an appellate court reviews a sentence
outside the advisory guideline range, whether
as a product of a departure or a variance, the
court considerswhether thedistrict court acted
reasonably both with respect to itsdedsion to
impose such asentence and with respect to the
extent of the divergence from the guideline
range.

[3] Criminal Law 110 €=1177

110 Crimina Law
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110XX1V Review
110XXI1V(Q) Harmless and Revesible
Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment
and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €995

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350Hk992 Findings and
Statement of Reasons
350HK995 k. Necessity. Most
Cited Cases
If a digtrict court provides an inadequate
statement of reasons or relies on improper
factors in imposing a sentence outside the
properly calculated advisory guideline range,
the sentence will be found unreasonable and
vacated.

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€870

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350Hk870 k. Other Particular
Grounds. Most Cited Cases

Allowing sentencing courts to determine
whether they should sentence non-fast-track
defendants as if they had been fast-tracked
would produce “unwarranted sentence
disparities” between similarly situated
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non-fast-track defendants, some of whom
would benefit from the existence of others
fast-track deals and some of whom would not.

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€~780

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(E) Prior or Subsequent
Misconduct
350Hk780 k. Grade, Degree or
Classification of Other Offense. Most Cited
Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~~850

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350HKk850 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
Defendant convicted of illegal reentry after
deportation was not significantly more
deserving of alower sentence than the typical
defendant whose illegal reentry crime has
produced the 37 to 46 month guideline range,
and thusimposition of 24-month sentencewas
unreasonable; defendant had prior conviction
for sexual intercourse with 12-year dd girl,
and, since defendant was in the lowest
criminal history category, his guideli ne range
aready reflected that his sex crime was his
only prior offense. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a);
Immigration and Nationality Act, § 276(a,
b)(2), 8 U.S.C.A. 8 1326(a, b)(2).
West CodenotesRecognized as
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Unconstitutional 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(b)(1)18
U.S.C.A. 83742(¢)

*238 ARGUED: Eric David Goulian,
Assistant United States Attorney, Officeof the
United States Attorney, Raleigh, North
Carolina, for Appellant. GeorgeAlan DuBais,
Assistant Federal Public Defender, Office of
the Federa Public Defender, Raleigh, North
Carolina, for Appellee. ON BRIEF: Frank
D. Whitney, United States Attorney, Anne M.
Hayes Assistant United States Attorney,
Officeof the United States Attorney, Raleigh,
North Carolina, for Appellant. Thomas P.
McNamara, Federal Public Defender, Raleigh,
North Carolina, for Appellee.

Before WILKINS Chief Judge, SHEDD,
Circuit Judge, and HAMILTON, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Vacated and remanded by published opinion.
Chief Judge WILKINSwrote the opinion, in
which Judge SHEDD and Senior Judge
HAMILTON joined.

OPINION

WILKINS, Chief Judge:

The United States appeals Enrique
Perez-Pend's sentence for illegally reentering
the United States after being deported, see 8
U.S.C.A. §1326(a), (b)(2) (West 2005). The
district court imposed a below-guidelines
variance sentence primarily to avoid an
“unwarranted sentence dispant[y],” 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a)(6) (West 2000), between
Perez-Pena and defendants that had
participated in a “fast-track” program.
Finding the sentence unreasonabl e, we vacate
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and remand f or resentencing.

“Fast-tracking” refers to a procedure that
originated in states aong the United
States-Mexico border, where dstrict courts
experienced high caseloads as a result of
immigration violations. To preserve
resources and increase prosecutions,
prosecutors sought to obtain pre-indictment
pleas by offering defendants|ower sentences
through charge-bargaining or through motions
for downward departure.

Congress officialy sanctioned the use of
departurefast-track programsin 2003, withits
enactment of the Prosecutorial Remedies and
Other Tools to end the Exploitation of
Children Today Act of 2003 (“PROTECT
Act”), Pub.L. No. 108-21, § 401(m)(2)(B),
117 Stat. 650, 675 (2003). In conjunction
with authorizing the Attorney General to
create and implement such programs,
Congressdirected the Sentencing Commission
to promulgate “ apolicy statement authorizing
a downward departure of not more than 4
levels if the Government files a motion for
such departure pursuant to an early disposition
program authorized by the Attorney Generd
and the United States Attorney.” 1d. Pursuant
to this directive, the Commission adopted §
5K 3.1 of the sentencingguidelines, providing
that “[u]pon motion of the Government, the
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court may depart downward not more than 4
levels pursuant to an early disposition
program authorized by the Attorney Generd
of the United States and the United States
Attorney for the district in which the court
resides.” United States Sentencing Guidelines
Manual § 5K3.1, p.s. (2004).

The Attorney General provided guidelinesfor
fast-track programsin a2003 memorandum to
al United States Attorneys.  Under these
guidelines, the programs are to be “reserved
for exceptional drcumstances, such as where
the resources of a district would otherwise be
significantly strained by the large volume of a
particular category of cases.” JA.70. The
memorandum goes on to describethe criteria
to be used in determining whether *239 such
exceptional circumstances exist: (1) the
district must face an “exceptiona local
circumstancewith respect to aspecific classof
cases’” that warrants expediting their
disposition; (2) declination of such casesin
favor of state prosecution must be unavailable
or unwarranted; (3) the cases mug be highly
repetitive and present similar fact scenarios;
and (4) the cases must not involve an offense
that the Attorney Genera has designated a
“crime of violence” Id. at 71 (interna
guotation marks omitted).

The memorandum further specifies that any
fast-track program must require the defendant
to enter into a written pl ea agreement and to
waive his rights to file pretrial motions, to
appeal, and to chalenge the resulting
conviction under 28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West
Supp.2006), except on the ground of
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ineffective assistance of counsel.  These
requirements apply to charge-bargaining
fast-track programsaswell as PROTECT Act
programs involving downward departures.

Acting pursuant to authority delegated by the
Attorney General, the Deputy Attorney
General approved fast-track programs in 13
districts for illegal reentry offenses under 8
U.S.C.A. 81326. No such program hasbeen
approved for the Eastern District of North
Carolina, however.

B.

Perez-Pena, a citizen of Mexico, illegaly
entered the United States in 1993. In July
1999, he was convicted in Florida of the
felony of committing a lewd, lascivious, or
indecent act upon a child.  Perez-Penas
convictionwasbased on hishaving had sexual
intercourse with a 12-year-old girl on several
occasionsin late 1998, when hewas 21. He
was sentenced to two years of house arrest, to
be followed by three years of probation, and
he was deported on July 28, 1999.

Perez-Pena reentered the United States
without permission in early 2004. A little
more than a year later, he was arrested in
Greenville, North Carolinafollowing a traffic
stop. Asaresult, Perez-Penawasindicted on
asingle count of reentering the United States
after having been deported. See8U.S.C.A. 8
1326(a), (b)(2). He pleaded guilty to the
indictment without aplea agreement.
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At sentencing, the district court began by
calculating Perez-Pena's sentencing guideline
range. Because Perez-Pena had been
convicted of afelony crime of violence prior
to his deportation-hisindecent act offense-the
district court applied a16-levd increasetohis
base offense level of 8. See U.SSG. §
2L1.2(a), (b)(1)(A)(ii). Application of a
3-level adjustment for acceptance of
responsibility, see U.S.S.G. § 3E1.1, reduced
thetotal offenselevel to 21. WithaCrimina
History Category of |, Perez-Penas guideline
range was 37 to 46 months. Thedistrict court
then heard argument on a request by
Perez-Penafor a below-gudelines sentence.
Perez-Pena contended that such a sentence
was necessary to avoid an unwarranted
sentence disparity with defendants who had
received “fast-track” sentences. These
defendants included not only defendants in
other districts but also a group of 48 illegal
immigrants who Perez-Pena maintained had
been arrested on a single occasion the prior
month in the Eastern District of North
Carolinaand had been allowed to plead guilty
toillegal entry under 8U.S.C.A. § 1325 (West
2005), rather than face possible prosecution
for the more serious offense of ill ega reentry.
Perez-Pena al so argued that failureto impose
a below-guidelines sentence would create a
disparity with at least one other similarly
situated defendant in the Eastern District of
North *240 Carolina who had received a
reduction from adifferent district court judge
on the basis of fast-track disparity.
Perez-Pena further argued that his prior
conviction was for sexua conduct to which
the victim consented, and that he was
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sentenced only to two years of house arrest
followed by three years of probation. For
these reasons, Perez-Pena requested a
six-month sentence.

In contrast, the Government sought a
37-month sentence, the low end of the
applicableguidelinerange. The Government
denied that any disparity produced by such a
sentence would be “unwarranted” since
Perez-Pena did not participate in any
fast-track program and was not similarly
situated to the illegal immigrants who had
recently received expedited treatment in the
Eastern District of North Carolina because
they were not known to have had any prior
convictions. The Government also
emphasized that the victim of Perez-Pends
prior crime was only 12 years old.

At the close of arguments, the court imposed
a sentence of 24 months, which was 13
months less than the low end of the guideline
range and the equivalent of a four-level
downward departure.  As justification for
sentencing Perez-Pena below the applicable
guidelinerange, the court cited the sentencing
disparity issues with defendants both within
and outside the Eastem District of North
Carolina. The court dso noted Perez-Pena's
“total lack of crimina record with the
exception of the predicate offense which was
committed some seven years ago with the
alleged consent of both parties.” J.A. 235.
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[1] The Government first argues that the
district court erred to the extent that it
imposed a below-guidelines sentence to
account for sentences recaved by defendants
participating in fast-track programs. We
agree. See United States .
Galicia-Cardenas, 443 F.3d 553, 555 (7th
Cir.2006) (per curiam) (vacating as
unreasonable non-fast-track defendant's
sentence that was reduced the equivalent of
four levels below guideline range to avoid
disparity with sentences of fast-track
defendants); cf. United States .
Marcial-Santiago, 447 F.3d 715, 719 (9th
Cir.2006) (affirming as reasonablerefusal by
district court to impose below-guidelines
sentence based on aleged unwarranted
disparity with fast-track defendants); United
Sates v. Martinez-Martinez, 442 F.3d 539,
542-43 (7th Cir.2006) (same); United States
v. Jimenez-Beltre, 440 F.3d 514, 519 (1st
Cir.2006) (en banc) (same); United Statesv.
Sebastian, 436 F.3d 913, 916 (8th Cir.2006)
(same).

In United Statesv. Baoker, 543 U.S. 220, 244,
125 S.Ct. 738, 160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005), the
Supreme Court held that the Sixth
Amendment right to a jury tria is violated
when the district court, acting pursuant to a
mandatory guidelines system, imposes a
sentencegreater than themaximum authorized
by the facts found by the jury alone. To
remedy this problem, the Court severed and
excised the provisons of the Sentencing
Reform Act ™ that mandated sentencing and
appellate review in conformance with the
guidelines. See Booker, 543 U.S. at 259, 125
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S.Ct. 738 (severing and excising 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 3553(b)(1) (West Supp.2006) and 18
USCA. 8§ 3742(e) (West 2000 &
Supp.2006)).  This excision rendered the
guidelines “effectively advisory,” id. at 245
125 S.Ct. 738, and replaced the previous
standard*241 of review with review for
reasonableness, seeid. at 261, 125 S.Ct. 738.

EN1. Sentencing Reform Act of 1984,
Pub.L. No. 98-473, ch. I, 98
Stat.1987-2040 (1984) (codified as
amendedat 18 U.S.C.A. 88 3551-3742
(West 2000 & Supp.2006) and at 28
U.S.C.A. 88 991-998 (West 1993 &

Supp.2006)).

That the guidelines are non-binding in the
wake of Booker does not mean that they are
irrelevant to theimposition of asentence. To
the contrary, remaining provisions of the
Sentencing Reform Act require the district
court to consider the guideline range
applicable to the defendant and pertinent
policy statements of the Sentencing
Commission. See18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a)(4),
(a)(5) (West Supp.2006); Booker,543U.S. at
264, 125 S.Ct. 738 (stating that district courts
“must consult [the] Guidelines and take them
Into account when sentencing”). In addition
to the guidelines, the district court must
consider “the nature and circumstances of the
offense and the history and characteristics of
the defendant,” 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a)(1)
(West 2000); the court dso must ensure that
the sentence it imposes “fulfill[s] the
congressionally established objectives for
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sentencing: promoting respect for the law;
providing just punishment for the offense;
affording adequate deterrence; protecting the
public from further criminal activity of the
defendant; providing the defendant trai ning,
medical care, and correctional treatment; ...
providing restitution to victims,” United
Sates v. Green, 436 F.3d 449, 455 (4th
Cir.2006), cert. denied, --- U.S. ----, 126 S.Ct.
2309, 164 L.Ed.2d 828 (2006) (No.
05-10474); see 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a)(2).
(a)(7) (West 2000). Further, the court must
“avoid unwarranted sentence disparities
among defendants with similar records who
havebeen found guilty of ssimilar conduct,” 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a)(6); see Green, 436 F.3d
at 455.

Thus, inimposing asentence after Booker, the
district court must engage in a multi-step
process.  First, the court must correctly
determine, after making appropriate findings
of fact, the applicable guideline range. See
United States v. Hughes, 401 F.3d 540, 546
(4th Cir.2005). Next, the court must
“determine whether a sentence within that
range ... serves the factors set forth in §
3553(a) and, if not, seled a sentence [within
statutory limits] that does servethosefactors.”
Green, 436 F.3d at 456. The district court
must articulate the reasons for the sentence
imposed, particularl y explaining any departure
or variance fromthe guidelinerange. See 18
USCA. 8 3553(c) (West Supp.2006);
Hughes, 401 F.3d at 546 & n. 5. The
explanation of a variance sentence must be
tied to the factors set forth in § 3553(a) and
must be accompanied by findings of fact as
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necessary. See Green, 436 F.3d at 455-56.

[2][3] We review the sentence for
reasonableness, considering “the extent to
which the sentence ... comports with the
various, and sometimes competing, goalsof 8
3553(a).” United Sates v. Mareland, 437
F.3d 424, 433 (4th Cir.2006), cert. denied, ---
U.S. ----, 126 S.Ct. 2054, 164 L.Ed.2d 804
(2006) (No. 05-10393). When we review a
sentence outside the advisory guideline
range-whether as a product of adepartureor a
variance-we consider whether the district
court acted reasonably both with respecttoits
decision to impose such a sentence and with
respect to the extent of the divergence from
the guideline range.  See id. at 433-34
(variance sentence);  United Sates V.
Hairston, 96 F.3d 102, 106 (4th Cir.1996)
(departure sentence).  If a district court
providesaninadequate statement of reasonsor
relies on improper factors in imposing a
sentence outside the properly calculated
advisory guideline range, the sentence will be
found unreasonableand vacated. See Green,
436 F.3d at 457.

We now turn to the facts before us. The
outcome here depends largely on whether a
sentencing disparity between a fast-track
sentence and a non-fast-track *242 sentence
can be*“ unwarranted” withinthe meaning of §
3553(a)(6). Different arguments pertain to
disparities with PROTECT Act fast-track
sentences than do disparities with
charge-bargained sentences. We will
therefore address these types of disparities
separatdy, beginningwith disparitiesresulting
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from charge bargaining.™2

EN2. We intend this discusson to
apply as well to Perez-Penas
allegations concerning the illegal
immigrantsarrested withinthe Eastern
District of North Carolina.

A.

Thereisno denying that Congresshasdecided
that governmental law enforcement or
administrative concerns warrant sentencing
disparities between defendants with similar
criminal conduct and records, under some
circumstances. For example, Congress
specifically provided in the Sentencing
Reform Act that, “[ulpon motion of the
Government, [district courts] shall have the
authority to impose a sentence below alevel
established by statute as a minimum sentence
S0 as to reflect a defendant's substantial
assistance in the investigation or prosecution
of another person who has committed an
offense” 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(g) (West
Supp.2006). ThissubsectionreflectsCongress
determination that sentencing disparities
between defendants with smilar criminal
conduct and records are warranted to the
extent that the Government determines that a
particular defendant has advanced itsinterest
in prosecuting other offenders. Indeed, thatis
exactly what the Government does when,
through charge-bargaining, it obtains a
sentence for a fast-track defendant that is
lower than he otherwise might have faced
considering his conduct. That is s because
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the defendant's acceptance of the fast-track
plea bargain frees up governmental resources
that the Government can then useto prosecute
other offenders. See JA. 70 (Attorney
General's memorandum stating that “
‘fast-track’ programsare based onthe premise
that a defendant who promptly agrees to
participate in such a program has saved the
government significant and scarce resources
that can be used in prosecuting other
defendants and has demonstrated an
acceptanceof responsibility aboveand beyond
what is aready taken into account by the
adjustmentscontained in U.S.S.G. 8 3E1.1").

Perez-Pena argues that a sentendng disparity
between two otherwise similar defendants,
one who accepts afast-track plea bargain and
another who cannot do so because he was
arrested in a non-fast-treck district, is
unwarranted becausethe resulting digarity is
based only on the jurisdiction in which the
defendants were arrested. Tha is an overly
simplistic view, however, because the
disparity is due not to the location of the
arrest, but rather to the fact that the
Government offered only one of the
defendants a plea bargain. Of course,
whether the Government wishes to plea
bargain with a particular defendant often
depends on any number of factors far beyond
the defendant's control.  The fortuity of
whether a defendant is offered a fast-track
plea bargain is not different in any relevant
way from the fortuity of whether a defendant
possesses information that he can offer the
Government in return for a reduced sentence.
Defendants who are fortunate enough to be
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able to offer the Government what it wants
can obtai n reduced sentencesnot becausethey
deserve the reductions, but because the
reductions are the leverage that allows the
Government to get what it wants. Thus, the
resulting reductions (and disparities with
otherwisesimilarly situated defendants) serve
an important purpose.

*243 Critically, to sentence defendants who
have not been offered plea bargains asif they
had been offered and had accepted plea
bargains would effectivdy nullify the
Government's discretion to determine which
defendants it wishes to receive the benefit of
a bargain. Cf. United Sates .
Banuel os-Rodriguez, 215 F.3d 969, 976 (%h
Cir.2000) (en banc) (“[A]llowing a district
court to depart in order to equalize the
sentences of defendants who had pleaded
guilty to committing different crimes (even if
they had engaged in similar conduct) woud
implicatethe authority given to United States
attorneysto negotiatepleabargains.” (interna
guotation marksomitted)). Theeffect of such
sentencing would be to give the benefit of the
Government's plea bargains to defendants
with whom the Government did not wish to
bargain. Congress certainly would not have
sanctioned that result.

[4] Moreover, refusingto sentence Perez-Pena
as if he were a fast-track defendant is not
“penalizing” him for not accepting adeal that
the Government never offered, but see United
Satesv. Medrano-Duran, 386 F.Supp.2d 943,
948 (N.D.111.2005) (“[1]t hardly makes sense
to penalize [a defendant in a non-fast-track
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jurisdiction] for failing to meet the
requirements of a program that was never
availableto him.”); rather, it is ssmply not
rewarding him for conferring a benefit upon
the Government that he did not confer. By
virtue of his not receiving this reward, it is
true that his sentence will be greater than it
would have been had he reached a deal with
the Government. But comparing the
sentences of defendants who helped the
Government to those of defendants who did
not-regardless of why somewereinaposition
to help and others were not-is comparing
apples and oranges. For this reason,
Congress could not have intended that
disparities resulting from the exercise of
prosecutorial discretion could be determined
to be “unwarranted.” &2

EN3. In fact, allowing sentencing
courts to determine whether they
should sentence non-fast-track
defendants as if they had been
fast-tracked would produce
“unwarranted sentence disparities’
between similarly situated
non-fast-track defendants, some of
whom would benefit from the
existence of others fast-track deals
and some of whom would not. Cf.
United Sates v. Eura, 440 F.3d 625,
633 (4th Cir.2006) (noting that “giving
a sentencing court the authority to
sentence adefendant based onitsview
of an appropriate ratio between crack
cocaine and powder cocaine would
inevitably result in an unwarranted

Page 10

disparity between similarly situated
defendants”).

B.

Sentencing disparities between defendants
receiving fast-track downward departures
under the PROTECT Act and those not
receiving such departures are “warranted” as
a matter of law for all the same reasons, as
well asfor the additional reason that Congress
and the Sentencing Commission explicitly
sanctioned such disparities. In enacting the
PROTECT Act, Congress directed the
Commission to authorize a downward
departure of no more than four levels if the
Government moved for such a departure
pursuant to afast-track program authorized by
the Attorney General. See Pub.L. No.
108-21, § 401(m)(2)(B), 117 Stat. 650, 675
(2003). Asthe Sentencing Guidelineshadthe
force of law at the time, see Booker, 543 U.S.
at 233-34, 125 S.Ct. 738, Congressnecessarily
intended that defendants who did not benefit
from such motions-whether because the
Attorney General had not authorized a
program in that district or because the
Government determined that the program was
not appropriate for a particular
defendant-would receive higher sentences
than those who did benefit. Cf. *244 United
Sates v. Montes-Pineda, 445 F.3d 375,
379-80 (4th Cir.2006) (“Congress seems to
have endorsed at least some degree of
disparity by expresdy authorizing larger
downward departures for defendants in ‘fast
track’ districts.”); United Satesv. Eura, 440
F.3d 625, 634 (4th Cir.2006) (holding that the
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variancefromthe 100: 1 crack cocaine/powder
cocaine ratio chosen by Congress
“impermissibly usurp[ed] Congress's
judgment about the proper sentencing policy
for cocaine offenses’ (internal quotation
marks omitted)). In following Congress
directiveand promulgating U.S.S.G. 8§ 5K3.1,
p.s., the Sentencing Commission also
sanctioned thesedisparities.

Perez-Pena argues that PROTECT Act
disparities were not so much explicitly
sanctioned by Congress and the Commission
as they were “an undesirable, albeit not
unexpected, by-product of the pursuit of more
illegal reentry prosecutions.” Br. of Appellee
at 25. Whileit istrue tha Congress and the
Commission may not have intended such
disparities for their own sake, they surdy
recognized that such disparities were
necessary to achieve the twin goals of
obtaining more prosecutions and limiting
downward departures to jurisdictions and
defendants selected by the Government.  If
defendants in fast-track digricts expected to
receive similar sentences regardless of
whether they partidpated in a program,
defendants would have little incentive to
participate. And, if defendants in
non-fast-track districts were sentenced s if
they had participated in fast-track programs,
then the Government would be effectivdy
deprived of its discretion to decide which
districts would have fast-track programs and
which defendants within those jurisdictions
should be allowed to participate.  These
results would amount to a rgection of
Congress and the Sentencing Commission's
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policy choices. See Sebastian, 436 F.3d at
916 (“In this instance, Congress and the
President, by directing that the Sentencing
Commission provide for guideline departures
in certain judicial districts, concluded that the
advantages stemming from fast-track
programs outweigh their disadvantages, and
that any disparity that results from fast-track
programs is not unwarranted.” (internal
guotation marks omitted)). ™

EN4. Perez-Pena maintains that the
fact that other defendants have
received fast-track sentences is
relevant to 8 3553(a) factorsother than
the “unwarranted sentence dispari ty”
factor, including the need to impose a
sentence sufficient, but not greater
than necessary, to reflect the
seriousness of the offense and to
promote respect for the law. The
record contains no evidence that the
district court reduced Perez-Penas
sentence on this basis.  And, the
sentences imposed upon fast-track
defendants have no significant
relevanceto thesefactorsin any evert.

Such sentences represent
compromises between the
Government's administrative and law
enforcement interests and its interest
in having the defendant receive a
sentence sufficient to reflect the
seriousness of the offense and to
promote respect for thelaw. Itisfor
this reason that comparing the
sentences to non-fast-track sentences
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would be improper.

In short, there is no reason to believe that
Congressintended that sentencing disparities
between defendants who benefitted from
prosecutorial discretion and thosewho did not
couldbe* unwarranted” within the meaning of
§3553(a)(6). Wetherefore conclude that the
need to avoid such disparities did not justify
the imposition of abelow-guidelinesvariance
sentence.

[5] The Government also argues that the
variance sentence was not justified by the
finding that Perez-Pena had “a total lack of
criminal record with the exception of the
predicate offense which was committed* 245
someseven yearsago with thealleged consent
of both parties.” J.A.235. Weagree.

Initidly, we note that these findings by the
district court do not indicate that Perez-Pena
is significantly more deserving of a lower
sentence than the typical defendant whose
illegal reentry crime has produced the
37-46-month guideline range. Consensual
sexual intercourse between a 21-year-old
defendant and a 12-year-old girl constitutesa
typical example of statutory rape, which the
Commission has determined triggers a
16-level enhancement, see U.S.S.G. § 2. 1.2,
cmt. n. 1(B)(iii).™ Cf. Moreland, 437 F.3d at
435-36 (concluding that decision to impose
below-guidelines sentence was reasonable
when guidelines called for defendant to be

Page 12

treated as a career offender, see U.S.S.G. §
4B1.1, but histhree drug offensesall involved
asmall quantity, were nonviolent, and did not
involveafirearm). Further, since Perez-Pena
was in the lowest crimina history category,
his guideline range aready reflected that his
sex crime was his only prior offense. Given
that the Commission specifically intended
Perez-Pends guideline range to apply to
defendants under the facts identified by the
district court, the mere recitation of suchfacts
is not avalid reason why the guideline range
does not “serve] ] the factors set forth in §
3553(a),” Green, 436 F.3d at 456. Seeid. at
455-56 (explaining that the reasons for
imposing a variance sentence must be tied to
the 8 3553(a) factors). Wetherefore conclude
that this latter basis for a below-guidelines
variance is also invalid. Consequently, we
vacate the sentence as unreasonable. Seeid.
at 457.

ENS. In United Sates v. Pierce, 278
F.3d 282, 289-90 (4th Cir.2002), we
held that violation of the North
Carolinaindecent liberties statuteisa
“crime of violence” as that term is
employed in the career offender
guideline becausethe statute “ protects
not only against the serious risk of
physical injury but aso against the
application of constructive force
created by the nature of the
relationship of adult and child.”

V.
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In sum, becauseneither of the bases offered by
the district court justified imposition of a
bel ow-guidelinesvariance sentence, wevacate
Perez-Penas sentence and remand to the
district court for resentencing. ™

ENG6. Our decision should not be read
to foreclose the imposition of a
variance sentence on remand for a
reason not adequately articulated by
the district court during imposition of
the now-vacated sentence.

VACATED AND REMANDED

C.A.4 (N.C.),2006.
U.S. v. Perez-Pena
453 F.3d 236
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Background: Following a jury trid,
defendant was convicted in the United States
District Court for the Centra District of
[llinois, Joe Billy McDade, J., of use of
interstate commerce to entice a minor to
engageinillicit sex, and defendant appeal ed.

Holdings: The Court of Appeals, Rovner,
Circuit Judge, heldthat:

1(1) jury's acquitta of defendant on
underlying offense of conspiracy did not
preclude defendant's conviction for use of
interstate commerce to entice a minor to
engageinillicit sex, and

2(2) district court's sentence of 60 months,
based in part on its determination that

Page 1

defendant's conduct was less predatory than
that of co-defendant, who pleaded guilty and
received 68 month sentence, was not a proper
application sentencing statute mandate that a
court minimize unwarranted disparities in
sentences.

Conviction affirmed, sentence vacated and
remanded for resentenci ng.

West Headnotes
[1] Criminal Law 110 £878(3)

110 Criminal Law
110X X Trid
110XX(K) Verdict
110k878 Severa Counts

110k878(3) k. Acquittal or
Conviction Under One of Sevea Counts
Most Cited Cases
Jury's acquittal of defendant on underlying
offense of conspiracy did not preclude
defendant's conviction for use of interstate
commerceto enticeaminor toengageinillicit
sex, based on co-conspirator's internet
correspondence with minors to arrange the
meetings. 18 U.S.C.A. 88 2422(b), 2423(b,

e.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€870

350H Sentencing and Punishment
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350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350Hk870 k. Other Particular
Grounds. Most Cited Cases
District court's sentence of 60 months for
defendant convicted by jury of use of
interstate commerce to entice a minor to
engage in illicit sex, which was the statutory
minimum but 48 months below the guidelines
range, based in part on district court's
determination that defendant's conduct was
less predatory than that of co-defendant, who
pleaded guilty and received 68 month
sentence, was not a proper application
sentencing statute mandate that a court
minimize unwarranted disparities in
sentences; the lower sentence for the
co-defendant was attributable to his decision
to plead guilty to the offense and his
cooperation with the government, which was
a legally appropriate consideration. 18
U.S.C.A. 88 2422(b), 3553(a).

*913 Thomas A. Keith, Office of the United
States Attorney, Peoria, IL, Jan P. Miller
(argued), Office of the United States Attorney,
for Plaintiff-Appellee.

D. Peter Wise (argued), Gates, Wise &
Schlosser, Springfield, 1L, for
Defendant-Appellant.

Before EASTERBROOK, RIPPLE, and
ROVNER, Circuit Judges.

ROVNER, Circuit Judge.

In March 2004, afederal grand jury returned
anindictment against L ance Pisman and Jacob
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Wilkerson. Counts1 and 2 charged both men
with conspiracy to travel for sexual conduct
with a minor in violation of 18 U.S.C. 88
2423(b) and (e), and interstate travel for
sexual conduct with aminor in violation of 18
U.S.C. § 2422(b). A third count charged
Wilkersonwiththeuseof interstate commerce
to entice a minor to engage in illicit sex, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2422(b). Wilkerson
subsequently pled guilty to Counts 1 and 2,
and on June 16, 2004, the grand jury returned
a superceding indictment mirroring the
original two counts but adding Pisman as a
defendant to Count 3.

At trial, Wilkerson testified against Pisman,
and the government introduced into evidence
25 internet chats between Pisman and
Wilkerson. That testimony and the internet
communications established that Pisman and
Wilkerson had a sexual relationship, and that
the two made plans for Pisman to travel from
his residence in lowa to lllinois in order to
meet with Wilkerson and others to engage in
sex. Wilkerson was communicating with the
other personswho would meet with them, and
the internet correspondence and testimony
also provided evidencethat Pisman wasaware
that one or more of those persons were
teenage boys who were minors. Because
Wilkerson, rather than Pisman, was the one
who made contact with the minors, Pisman's
liability under count 3 was premised upon the
existence of a conspiracy with Wilkerson as
charged in Count 1. Under the doctrine set
forth in Pinkerton v. United Sates, 328 U.S.
640, 66 S.Ct. 1180, 90 L.Ed. 1489 (1946), a
defendant may be found guilty of a
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substantive offense committed by a
co-conspirator if theoffensewascommittedin
furtherance of the conspiracy at the time the
defendant was a member of the conspiracy,
even if the defendant neither participated in
nor had knowledge of the substantive offense.
Relying on that theory, the government
argued that Pisman and Wilkerson were
members of a conspiracy in Count 1 to travel
for sexua conduct with a minor, and that
Wilkerson as a member of that conspiracy,
used interstate commerce (the internet) to
entice aminor to engage in illicit sex. The
court accordingly issued the Pinkerton
instruction with respect to Count 3, which
stated that:
A conspirator is responsible for offenses
committed by hisfellow conspiratorsif hewas
amember of the conspiracy when the offense
was committed and if the offense was
committed in furtherance of and as a
foreseeable consequence of the conspiracy.
Therefore, if you find the defendant guilty of
the conspiracy charged in Count | and if you
find beyond a reasonable doubt tha while he
was a member of the conspiracy, his fellow
conspirator committed theoffensein Count 111
in furtherance of and as a foreseeable
consequence of that conspiracy, then you
shoul d find him guilty of Count II1.

Although the government's argument
essentiallytied liability unde Count 3 to guilt
on the conspiracy charge of Count 1,*914 the
jury had other ideas. The jury acquitted
Pisman of Counts 1 and 2, and found him
guilty of Count 3. Pisman now arguesthat the
conspiracy acquittal fored osesaconvictionon
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Count 3 under the Pinkertondoctrine, and that
the district court erred i n denying his motion
for judgment of acquittal on that count.

Despite Pisman's extensive efforts to
characterize it otherwise, this situation is one
of inconsistent verdcts, and the Supreme
Court has made clear that the mere
inconsistency is not a basis for judgment of
acquittal. In United States v. PowdI, 469
U.S. 57, 105 S.Ct. 471, 83 L.Ed.2d 461
(1984), the Court addressed a situation
analogous to the one presented here. In that
case, a jury acquitted the defendant of
conspiracy to possess cocaine and of
possession of cocaine, but neverthelessfound
her guilty of ugng the tdephone to facilitate
those offenses. The appellate court reversed
the conviction, holding that the acquittal on
the predicate felony necessarily indicated that
there was insufficient evidence to support the
telephone facilitation conviction and
mandated acquittal onthat count aswell. Id. at
61, 105 S.Ct. 471. The Court rejected that
reasoning and reiterated its established ruling
that the inconsistency in jury verdictsisnot a
basis for reversal except in the situation in
which two guilty verdicts cannot coexist. 1d.
at 68-69, 105 S.Ct. 471. In reaching that
conclusion, the Court reiterated that each
count inanindictment isregarded asif it were
a separate indictment.  Id. at 62, 105 S.Ct.
471. Quoting a prior opinion, the Court
stated that where ajury returnsaninconsi stent
verdict, “ ‘[t]he most that can be said in such
cases is that the verdict shows that either in
the acquittal or the conviction the jury did not
speak their real conclusions, but that does not
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show that they were not convinced of the
defendant's guilt. We interpret the acquittal
as no more than the assumption of a power
which they had noright to exercise, but which
they were disposed through lenity.” ” Id. at 63
105 S.Ct. 471, quoting Dunn v. United Sates,
284 U.S. 390, 393, 52 S.Ct. 189, 76 L .Ed. 356
(1932). Thus, although theinconsigency in
the verdicts certainly reflected an * *error’ in
the sense that the jury has not followed the
court'sinstruction ... itisunclear whoseox has
been gored.” Id. at 65, 105 S.Ct. 471. A
number of factors weighed against alowing
review of verdicts based solely on
inconsigency, including the difficulty in
determining in whose favor the “error” was
made, the inability of the government to
invoke review of the acquittal, and the
reluctance to inquire into the inner workings
of the jury. Id. at 68-69, 105 S.Ct. 471.
Moreover, a defendant was protected from
jury irrationality as to an individual count by
the independent review of the sufficiency of
the evidence, which would ensure that the
evidencesupported arational determination of
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt as to that
count. Id. at 67, 105 S.Ct. 471.

[1] In this case, Pisman does not contest that
the government presented sufficient evidence
to support a determination of guilt beyond a
reasonable doubt as to Count 3. The only
contention is that the jury could not find that
guilt without first determining that he was
guilty of the predicate offense of Count 1, and
thereforethat thefinding of guilt cannot stand.

The Powell Court, however, explicitly
rejected theargumentthat an exception should
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be made to theinconsistent verdict rulewhere
the jury acquits a defendant of a predicate
felony but convicts on the compound fel ony.

The Court noted that the argument for such
an exception misunderstands the nature of the
inconsistent verdict problem, and suffersfrom
the same defect in that it assumes that the
acquittal wastheright verdict-theonethejury
“ ‘realy meant.” ” Id. at 68, 105 S.Ct. 471.
Accordingly, the Court rejected the
invitation*915 to create an exception to the
inconsistent verdict rule.

We similarly rejected such an argument
recently in United Sates v. McGee, 408 F.3d
966 (7th Cir.2005). Inthat case adefendant,
Harold McKinzie, argued that his conviction
was improper because the jury acquitted him
of the underlying conspiracy charge but
convicted him of the compound offense of use
of a telephone to fecilitate the conspiracy.

We held that his argument was precluded by
Powell, noting that reversal as a matter of
course in such situations was improper,
especially considering that the acquittal may
have been the result of juror mistake,
compromise or lenity. Id. at 985. See also
United Sates v. Flaschberger, 408 F.3d 941,
943 (7th Cir.2005) (holding that inconsistent
verdicts do not entitle the defendant to relief,
and noting that an inconsistent acquittal may
demonstrate mercy or confusion rather than
innocence); United Statesv. Dykes, 406 F.3d
717 (D.C.Cir.2005). The nature of this case
asoneinvolving the Pinkerton co-conspirator
theory does not differentiate it from those
cases, as Pisman's theory ultimately rests on
the same assumption that the acquittal rather
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than the conviction isthe“right” jury verdict.
Pisman's situation is factually
indistinguishable from the cases awove in
whichajury acquitted onthepredicate offense
and convicted on the compound offense that
necessarily incorporated tha predicate
offense. See United States .
Gallo-Chamorro, 48 F.3d 502 (11th Cir.1995)
(noting that inconsistent verdicts are not a
ground for reversal inacase in which thejury
convicted the defendant of importation under
the Pinkerton co-conspirator theory but
acquitted him of the conspiracy count.)
Accordingly, thedistrict court properly denied
Pisman's motion for judgment of acquittal.

That does not end this appeal, however,
because the government cross-appealed as to
the sentenceimposed by thejudgeinthiscase.
The Guidelines range for Pisman's sentence
was 108-135 months. Of course, the district
court has discretion to sentence above or
beyond that range, but in determining the
appropriate sentence the district court must
take into consideration the Guidelines
recommendation as well as the sentencing
factorsin 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a). Thosefactors
include the nature and circumstances of the
offense, the history and characteristics of the
defendant, and the need for the sentence to:
reflect the seriousness of theoffense, promote
respect for the law, provide just punishment,
afford adequate deterrence, protect the public,
providethe defendant with needed educational
or vocational training, and avoid unwarranted
sentence disparities among defendants. The
issue in this case concerns the last factor, the
need to avoid unwarranted sentencedisparities
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among defendants.

Thedistrict court in this case determined that
a sentence of 60 months was appropriate,
which was the statutory minimum but was 48
months below the Guidelines range. In
reaching that conclusion, the court expressed
its concerns that Pisman's sentence be
reconciled with the sentence provided to his
co-defendant Wilkerson. The trial evidence
indicated that Wilkerson was the primary
actor in the offense, and the one that the
public a least would view as the more
culpable.  Wilkerson pled guilty to the
offenses, however, and cooperated with the
government in its prosecution of Pisman. As
a result of the cooperation, Wilkerson was
sentenced to only 68 months imprisonment.

[2] The district court noted that Pisman's
predatory activity wasnot nearly as substantial
as Wilkerson's, and attempted to fashion a
sentence that reflected that difference.
Accordingly, thecourt sentenced Pismanto 60
months. Thedistrict court made clear that the
60-month sentence*916 was directly related
to the perceived disparity with Wilkerson's
sentence, stating:

[H]ad Jake Wilkerson's sentence been more,
the defendant's sentence would be more, but
those who knew of both Mr. Wilkerson's and
Mr. Pisman's conduct probably would not
understand if Mr. Pisman got a higher
sentence than Jake Wilkerson, and they
probably would not appreciate the
complexities of the guidelines that knock off
something for acceptance of responsibility.
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Sent. Tr. a 97. That comparison of
co-defendants however, is not a proper
application of the 8§ 3553(a) mandate that a
court minimize unwarranted disparities in
sentences.  First, the lower sentence for
Wilkerson was attributableto his decision to
plead guilty tothe offense and his cooperation
with the government, which is a legdly
appropriateconsideration. Thecorresponding
reduction in his sentence as compared to a
non-cooperating defendant is not an
“unwarranted” disparity. United Sates v.
Boscarino, 437 F.3d 634, 637-38 (7th
Cir.2006). Moreover, the 8 3553(a) concern
with sentence disparity is not one that focuses
on differences among defendants in an
individual case, but rather is concerned with
unjustified difference across judges or
districts. Id. at 638. Infact, thefocuson the
differencesamong defendantsinanindividual
casein which one defendant cooperates could
actually increase sentence disparity, because
the resulting lower sentencefor the offenseto
redress that disparity will be out of sync with
sentencesin similar casesnationwideinwhich
therewere not multipledefendantsor inwhich
one did not cooperate. 1d. As we noted in
Boscarino, it makes no sense that one culprit
should receive a lower sentence than an
otherwise-similar offender, “just because the
firstis ‘lucky’ enough to have a confederate
turn state's evidence.” 1d. The district court's
approach does nothing to eliminate
unwarranted disparity in sentences, and
therefore is an improper application of the 8
3553(a) factor. That is not to say that the
district court could not impose the 60-month
sentence; we express no opinion on that.
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Our holding is simply that the di strict court's
sentence was based in part on an improper
application of one factor of 8§ 3553(a), and
accordingly we vacate the sentence and
remand for resentencing. The conviction is
Affirmed, the sentence is Vacated, and the
case is Remanded for resentencing.

C.A.7 (I11.),2006.
U.S. v. Pisman
443 F.3d 912
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Background: Defendant pled guilty in the
United States District Court for the Western
District of Pennsylvania, Joy Flowers Conti,
J., to bank robbery. Defendant appeal ed.

7Holding: TheCourt of Appeals, Ackerman,
J., held that district Court understood its
authority to consider extraordinary acceptance
of responsibility in issuing a variance, but
merely exercised its discretion not to reduce
the sentence.

Affirmed.
West Headnotes
[1] Criminal Law 110 £+1141(2)

110 Crimina Law
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110XX1V Review
110X X1V (M) Presumptions
110k1141 In Genera
110k1141(2) k. Burden of
Showing Error. Most Cited Cases
Theappellant bearsthe burden to demonstrate
that a sentence was unreasonable.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€40

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in
Genera

350Hk40 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
When reviewing a sentence, the Court of
Appealsmust first be satisfied that the district
court exercised its discretion by considering
the relevant statutory sentencing factors. 18
U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a).

[3] Criminal Law 110 1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX1V Review
110XXIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
The Court of Appeals reviews deferentidly a
district court's application of the statutory
sentencing factors to the facts of a case, and
must ensure only that the district judge
imposed the sentence he or shedid for reasons
that arelogical and consistent with thefactors.
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18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
It is less likely that a within-guidelines
sentence, as opposed to an outside-guidelines
sentence, will be unreasonable, but a
within-guidelines sentence is not necessarily
reasonable per se.

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€&=372

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI1 Sentencing Proceedingsin General
350HI11(G) Hearing

350HK369 Findings and Statement

of Reasons
350Hk372 k. Necessity. Most

Cited Cases
When reviewing asentence, the record should
demonstrate that the court considered the
statutory sentencing factors and any
sentencing grounds propedy raised by the
partieswhich have recognized legal merit and
factual support in therecord. 18 U.S.C.A. 8

3553(a).

[6] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€801

350H Sentencing and Punishment
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350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV (F) Departures

350HIV(F)1 In General
350Hk801 k. Discretion of Caourt.

Most Cited Cases

After Booker, a guidelines departure
prohibition doesnot precludethedistrict court
from considering tha factor when theissueis
avariance under Booker.

[7] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€861

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV (F) Departures
350H1V (F)3 Downward Departures
350Hk859 Offender-Related
Factors
350Hk861 k. Remorse,
Cooperation, Assistance. Most Cited Cases
District Court understood its authority to
consider extraordinary acceptance of
responsibility inissuing avariance, but merely
exercised its discretion not to reduce
defendant's bank robbery sentence bdow the
suggested guideline range on that basis; court
concluded that guidelines prohibited
downward departure for extraordinary
acceptanceof responsibility but never stated it
lacked authority to consider that factor, court
recognized that guidelines were advisory,
court considered the statutory sentencing
factors, and court acknowledged and
expressed respect for defendant's remorse but
found that such acceptance wasnot something
for which she was gang to reduce his
sentence.  U.S.S.G. § 5K2.0(d), p.s, 18
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U.S.CA.;18U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[8] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of
Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
Whilethe Sentencing Guidelinesarenolonger
mandatory post-Booker, they still must be
consulted and provide anatural starting point
for the determination of the appropriate level
of punishment for criminal conduct. U.S.S.G.
§1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[9] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€996

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (H) Proceedings
350HIV (H)3 Hearing
350Hk992 Findings and
Statement of Reasons
350HK996 k. Sufficiency.
Most Cited Cases
District judges are not required to routinely
state by rote that they have read the Booker
decision or that they know the sentencing
guidelines are now advisory. U.S.S.G. §
1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

[10] Criminal Law 110 €~1134(3)

110 Crimina Law
110X X1V Review
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110XXIV(L) Scope of Review in

Genera
110k1134 Scope and Extent in

Genera
110k1134(3) k. Questions

Considered in General. Most Cited Cases

The Court of Appeals reviewsthe application
of the statutory sentencing factors
deferentidly, requiring only that the sentence
beimposed for logical reasons consistent with
the broad goals of the factors. 18 U.S.C.A. §

3553(a).

*207 Lisa B. Freeland, Federal Public
Defender, Renee Pietropaolo, Assistant
Federal Public Defender, Pittsburgh, PA, for
Appellant.

Mary Beth Buchanan, United States Attorney,
LauraSchleich Irwin, Assistant United States
Attorney, Pittsburgh, PA, for United States.

BeforeRENDELL and VAN ANTWERPEN,
Circuit Judges, and ACKERMAN, District
Judge. ™"

EN* Honorable Harold A. Ackerman,
Senior United States District Judge for
the District of New Jersey, sitting by
designation.

OPINION OF THE COURT
ACKERMAN, District Judge.
Defendant James Severino appeas the
reasonableness of hissentence on the grounds
that the District Court failed to recognize its
authority to consider extraordinary acceptance
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of responsibility as a factor in sentencing.
After a careful review of the record, we
conclude that the District Court properly
understood its authority and the advisory
nature of the Sentencing Guidelines, and that
the sentence it imposed was reasonable. We
will therefore AFHRM the judgment of the
District Court.

To support his heroin addiction, Defendant
James Severino robbed several Pittsburgh-area
banks in June 2004. Upon his arrest, he
immediately gave a written statement
confessing to all three bank robberies. On
September 15, 2004, a federal grand jury in
the Western District of Pennsylvaniareturned
a three-count indictment against Severino,
charging three counts of bank robbery in
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2113(Q).

At his arraignment before a Magistrate Judge
on September 30, 2004, Severino * 208 wanted
to plead guilty but his attorney apparently
convinced him to plead not guilty. After the
arraignment hearing, Severinowrotealetter to
the District Court stating that he wanted to
plead guilty and was upset with his attorney's
effortsto prevent a guilty pleain the absence
of a plea agreement, and requesing
appointment of new counsel. Atahearingon
this letter, defense counsel stated that after
meeting with his client, Seveino agreed to
have him continue as counsdl, that Severino
would plead guilty, and that counsel was
negotiating a plea agreement with the
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Government.

Prior to the pleahearing, Severino againwrote
to the court. Heinformed the court tha “all
| wanted to do from day one is plead guilty,
Go to jail, work in jail and start to pay my
restitution (50% of my pay) and hopefully take
advantage of a Drug or Educational program
offered.” (App. a 63-64.) Heaso stated that
“1 do not want to wastea single dimemore of
the government's money on this case than
possible” and that “I am guilty and wish to
plead guilty and go to jail and start paying my
debt.” (Id.at 64.) Severino pled guilty to al
three counts of the indictment without a plea
agreement.

Prior to sentenci ng, and apparently against the
advice of counsel, Severino wrote personal
letters to the banks and tellers he victimized.
In these letters, he took full responsibility for
his actions and apologized. At sentencing,
the probation officer stated that “[t]hisisthe
first case that I've seen where someone has
actually written the tellers their apologies. It
is certainly the first case that someone has
wanted to plead guilty at the arraignment
phase and has pursued pleading guilty as
fervently as Mr. Severino has.” (App. at 99.)
Severino also wrate to the court priar to
sentencing. He again expressed hisguilt and
shame, and discussed hisdesireto rehabilitate
himself. He stated in thisletter that “I want
to go to the drug program. | want to work to
pay back the money | took. | want to take
advantage of schooling, any and all
opportunities. | don't want to come out of jail
not learning anything.... | want to learn and
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have a plan not to come back or be a part of
recidivism.” (App. at 73.)

TheDistrict Court sentenced Severino on June
24, 2005. Under the advisory provisions of
the United States Sentencing Guidelines, the
District Court found that Severino had atotal
offense level of 24 and a crimina history
category of 111, subjecting him to an advisory
range of 63-78 monthsimprisonment. Onthe
basis of “extraordinary acceptance of
responsibility,” Severino's counsel requested
that the District Court impose a sentence
below the suggested Guideline range. In his
moving papers and at sentencing, counsel
appeared to ask that the District Court issue a
sentence only 12 months below the minimum
suggested Guideline sentenceof 63 months.

After hearing argument, the District Court
imposed a sentence of 63 months
imprisonment on each of the three counts, to
run concurrently.  In declining to issue a
sentence below the minimum sentence under
the suggested Guideline range, the District
Court referenced this Court's opinion in
United Satesv. Lieberman, 971 F.2d 989 (3d
Cir.1992), and recent amendments to the
Guidelinesregarding downward departuresfor
acceptance of respongbility:

The problem that | have with that isthat inthe
guidelines-and the Lieberman case, | think, is
helpful to you here; but | believe it predated
the dituation where they changed the
guidelinesand removed abasisfor downward
departure of anything that had to do with
acceptanceof responsibility. Lookingat* 209
the person's use of drugs and all, there are a
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number of other factors-1 think | have the-it's
under 5K1.1. That was al removed from
there; so when you look at the guidelines,
under the guidelines there wouldn't be abasis
for departurefromthe guidelines, based onthe
factors that you're arguing.

(App. at 103.) After defense counsel noted
that the Guideline provision mentioned by the
Court was now “an advisory matter,” the
Court observed that the amendment to the
Guidelines “sort of cuts against the
applicability of the Liebermancase.” (App. at
103.)

In discussing the sentencing factors of 18
U.S.C. 8 3553(a), the District Court stated:
Thenyoulook at the kind of sentencesand the
sentencing range under the Sentencing
Guidelines. Whenyou look at the Sentencing
Guidelines, you know, they've already taken
into account the three-level reduction for the
acceptance of responsibility, and then there's
a prohibition in the guidelines from
considering any extraordinary acceptance of
responsibility.

So when you look at the kinds of sentencesin
the sentencing range established under the
Sentencing Guidelines, those factors, while
they're very compelling and | am-though |
have to commend the Defendant for doing
what he did, you know, no one else has done
it in-at least the probation officer whois here
today has never heard of anyone else doing
that, and that bodes very well, but that
doesn't-you know, for the guiddines, | can't
do-1 could not depart under theguidelines.
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(App. a 106-07.) The court further
commented that “lI don't know that,
considering Section 3553, that there's a basis
within there that | can find to depart from the
guidelines.” Finally, in passing sentence, the
District Court stated:But when | have to
sentence, | havetolook & alot of things;, and
as much as | have respect for what you've
done, that isn't something that I'm going to
reduce your sentence for. An acceptance of
responsibilityistakenintoaccount inthethree
points in the reduction, so | am going to
follow the guiddines.

| feel that what will benefit society and benefit
you isto stay within the guidelines, but to go
at the very lowest level of the guidelines,
which would be 63 months.

(App. at 111.)

The District Court entered its judgment of
conviction and sentence on July 5, 2005.

This timely appeal followed™ We have
jurisdiction over the District Court's Order of
judgment and conviction pursuant to 28
U.S.C. 8§ 1291. We have jurisdiction to
review Severino's sentence pursuant to 18
U.S.C. 83742(a)(1). United Satesv. Cooper,
437 F.3d 324, 327-28 (3d Cir.2006).

EN21. Shortly after filing his appeal,
Severino filed a pro se motion to
modify or reconsider his sentence, a
motion which the District Court
denied.
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On appeal, Severino argues that the District
Court erred by failing to recognize its
authority to issue a sentence below the range
suggested by the Guidelinesonthebasisof his
extraordinary acceptance of responsibility.
Under the sentencing terminology recently
adopted by this Court, such a sentence “not
based on a specific Guideline-departure
provision” would constitute a “variance,” as
opposed to adeparture. See United Satesv.
Vampire Nation, 451 F.3d 189, 195 n. 2 (3d
Cir.2006) (citing *210United Satesv. Stting
Bear, 436 F.3d 929, 932-33 (8th Cir.2006)).

Severino also argues that by failing to
consider all relevant factors under § 3553(a),
the sentence imposed by the District Court
was unreasonable.

[1][2] InUnited Statesv. Baoker , the Supreme
Court held that the United States Sentencing
Guidelinesareadvisoryand that digtrict courts
must merely consider the Guidelines in
imposing sentences that promote the
“sentencing goas’ listed in § 3553(a).
Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 264, 259-60, 125 S.Ct.
738, 160 L .Ed.2d 621 (2005); Cooper, 437
F.3d at 325-26. In Cooper, this Court
established the contours of our review under
Booker. The appellant bears the burden to
demonstratethat asentencewasunreasonable.
Cooper, 437 F.3d at 332. “[W]emust first be
satisfied that the court exercised itsdiscretion
by considering the relevant factors’ under §
3553(a). Id. at 329. “The record must
demonstrate that the trial court gave
meaningful consideration to the § 3553(a)
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factors.” Id. Those factors include
consideration of the applicable Guideline
ranges and policy statements. 18 U.S.C. §

3553(a)(4)-(5).

[3][4][5] We review deferentiadly a district
court's application of the § 3553(a) factors to
the facts of a case, and must ensure only that
“ ‘the district judge imposed the sentence he
or she did for reasons that are logical and
consistent with the factors set forth in section
3553(a).” ” Id. (quoting United Sates v.
Williams, 425 F.3d 478, 481 (7th Cir.2005)).
“[ITt is less likely that a within-guidelines
sentence, as opposed to an outside-guidelines
sentence, will be unreasonable,” but a
“within-guidelines sentenceisnot necessarily
reasonableper se.” 1d. at 331. Insum, “the
record should demonstrate that the court
considered the 8 3553(a) factors and any
sentencing grounds properly raised by the
partieswhich have recognized legal merit and
factual support intherecord.” 1d. at 332.

Severino does not ask us to decide, in
determining the applicableadvisory Guidgine
range, whether the District Court could have
granted adownward departureunder U.S.S.G.
8 5K2.0(d), which states that “the court may
not depart fromthe applicableguidelinerange
based on ... (2) The defendant's acceptance of
responsibility for the offense, which may be
taken into account only under 8§ 3El1.1
(Acceptance of Responsibility).” U.S.S.G. §
5K2.0(d) (policy statement)™2 Severino
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contends, *211 however, that based on
comments made by the District Court at
sentencing, the District Court erred in ruling
that the Guidelines prevented her from
considering extraordinary acceptance of
responsibility in issuing avariance below the
Guideline range.

EN2. Weheldin Lieberman that under
the policy statement of then-current §
5K 2.0 of the Guidelines, “ asentencing
court may depart downward when the
circumstances of a case demonstrate a
degree of acceptanceof responsibility
that is substantially in excess of that
ordinarily present.” Lieberman, 971
F.2d at 996. However, since
Lieberman, the Sentencing
Commission, in compliance with
Congress's directive in the
Prosecutorial Remedies and Other
Tools to end the Exploitation of
Children Today Act of 2003, amended
§ 5K2.0 specificaly to predude
certaindepartures. Pub.L.No. 108-21,
8 401(m), 117 Stat. 650, 675 (2003)
(requiring the Sentencing Commission
to “promulgate appropriate
amendments ... to ensure that the
incidence of downward depatures is
substantially reduced”). Section
5K 2.0(d) statesthat “the court may not
depart from the appliceble guideline
range based on ... (2) The defendant's
acceptance of responsibility for the
offense, which may be taken into
account only under 8§ 3E1.1
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(Acceptance of Responsibility).”
U.S.S.G. 8§ 5K2.0(d) (policy
statement).

Here, Severino received the full
three-level reduction for acceptance of
responsibility under § 3E1.1. While
we note that the District Court
reasonably questioned the continued
vitality of Lieberman under 8§
5K 2.0(d)(2), this appeal only requires
usto decidewhether the District Court
understood this provision to mean that
it lacked the authority to consider
extraordinary acceptance of
responsibility in issuing a variance
pursuant to the § 3553(a) factors.

[6] This Court has not specifically addressed
theability of sentencing judgespost-Booker to
consider extraordinary acceptance of
responsibility inissuing sentence. We agree
with the guidance of other courts that after
Booker, “a guidelines departure prohibition
does not preclude the dstrict court from
considering that factor when the issue is a
variance under Booker.” United Sates v.
Gatewood, 438 F.3d 894, 897 (8th Cir.2006);
seealso, e.g., United Satesv. Lake, 419 F.3d
111, 114 (2d Cir.2005) (commenting that
“absent the strictures of the Guidelines,
counsel would have had the opportunity to
urge consideration of circumstancesthat were
prohibited asgroundsfor adeparture’ under §
5K2.0(d)); United Sates v. Milne, 384
F.Supp.2d 1309, 1312 (E.D.Wis.2005)
(holding that post-Booker, “courts may grant
additional consideration to defendants who
demonstrateacceptance beyond that necessary
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to obtain atwo or three level reduction under
§3E1.1" because* such conduct bearsdirectly
on their character, 8 3553(a)(1), and on how
severe a sentence is necessary to provide
deterrence and punishment, 8§ 3553(a)(2)").
Therefore, if the District Court held that it
could not consider extraordinary acceptanceof
responsibility under the sentencing factors of
§ 3553(a), such error could render Severino's
sentence unlawful under 18 U.SC. §
3742(a)(1) and require reversal. However,
we need not consider this issue in this cas,
because the District Court did not hold that
reliance on a Guideline-prohibited factor was
impermissible.  Our thorough review of the
record demonstrates to us that the District
Court understood its authority to consider
extraordinary acceptance of responsibility
post-Booker but merely exercised its
discretion not to reduce its sentence below the
suggested Guideline range on that basis.

[7] This Court's review of the entire record
reveal sthat the District Court well understood
the advisory naure of the Guiddines and its
duty to consider the Gudelines and other
factors pursuant to the sentencing goals
outlinedin 8 3553(a). Prior to sentencing, the
District Court issued tentative findings which
recognized that the Guidelines are advisory,
that it must sentence defendantsin accordance
with the 8 3553(a) factors, and tha it must
consider the Guidelines but not be bound by
them. (App. at 75-76.) ™2 The District Court
reiterated these understandings at *212
sentencing. (App. at 83.) At sentencing, the
District Court calculated and considered the
applicable Guideline range, as required under
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§ 3553(a)(4) and directed by Booker and
Cooper. Booker, 543 U.S. at 264, 125 SCi.
738; Cooper, 437 F.3d at 330. In
considering Severino's motion for a variance,
the District Court first properly consulted the
Guidelines and reasonably concluded that §
5K2.0(d) prohibited a downward departure
under the Guidelines based on extraordinary
acceptance of responsibility. Thecourt never
stated that it lacked authority otherwise to
consider this factor, only that the Guidelines
themselves do not allow departure on that
basis.

EN3. In its tentative findings, the
District Court stated:

In light of the United States Supreme
Court's holding in United Sates v.
Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738,
160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2004) [sic ], the
United States Sentencing Guidelines
are advisory and no longer mandatory
in the federal couts. The court is
directed to sentence criminal
defendants in accordance with the
factors set forth in 18 USC. §
3553(a). One of the factors
enumerated in section 3553(a) that the
court is required to consider is “the
kinds of sentence and the sentencing
range established for under the United
States Sentencing Guidelines.” 18
U.SC. § 3553(a)(4). In fact, the
United States Supreme Court stated
that “[t]he district courts, while not
bound to apply the Guiddines, must
consult those Guidelines and take
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them into account when sentencing.”
Booker, 543 U.S. at 220.
Accordingly, the court's tentative
findings reflect the advisory
Guidelines range for defendant's
offense as set forth by the United
States Sentencing Guidelines. At the
time of sentencing, the court will
impose the defendant's sentence in
consideration of al of the factors set
forth under section 3553(a).

(App. a 75-76.)

After making these Guideline determinations,
the District Court proceeded to an express
consideration of the sentencing factors under
§ 3553(a). (App. at 104-07.) ™ The District
Court deliberately addressed each factor and
arguments pursuant to each factor. The
court's discussion demonstrates that it went
beyond a “rote statement” of the factors and
“gave meaningful consideration to the §
3553(a) factors.” Id. at 329. In specifically
addressing 8 3553(a)(4), the District Court
noted that the Guidelines take acceptance of
responsibility into account in allowing for a
three-level reduction and that the Guidelines
prohibit any further reduction. The District
Court clearly cabined this discussion to 8
3553(a)(4)'s requirement that courts consider
“the kind of sentencesinthe sentencing range
established by under the Sentencing
Guidelines” (App. a 106.) Under this
rubric, the court concluded that while
“compelling,” the court “could not depart
under the guidelines.” (ld. at 107 (emphasis
added).)
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EN4. The District Court spedfically
discussed each of the 8§ 3553(a)
factors, including “the nature and
characteristics of the offense and the
history and characteistics of the
Defendant” (App. at 104); “secondly,
the need for the sentenceimposed.... to
reflect the seriousness of theoffenseto
promote respect for the law and to
provide just punishment for the
offense” (id. at 105); “to protect the
public from further crimes of the
Defendant” (id.); “to provide the
Defendant with needed educational
training, needed medical care, or other
correctional treatment in the maost
effective manner” (id. at 106); “the
kind of sentencesinvolved’ (id.); “the
kinds of sentences and the sentencing
range established under the
Guidelines’ (id.); “any pertinent
policy statement issued by the
Sentencing Commission” (id. at 107);
“the need to avoid unwarranted
sentencedisparitiesamong Defendants
with similar records who have been
found guilty of similar conduct” (id.);
and “the need to provide restitution to
the victims of any of the offenses’

(id.).

After reviewing the 8§ 3553(a) factors, the
court acknowledged that “I don't know that,
considering Section 3553, that there's abasis
within therethat | can find to depart from the
Guidelines, eventhough I'm... impressedwith
what the Defendant has done” (App. at
107-08.) Severino suggests that this
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statement shows that the court concluded that
the Guidelines denied it authority to issue a
sentence lower than the suggested Guideline
range. However, the court's consideration of
the 8 3553(a) factors demonstrates to this
Court that the District Court weighed all the
relevant factorsbut determinedthat Severino's
acceptance of responsibility, while
“impressive,” did not warrant a variance
below the advisory Guideline range.

Any doubt as to the District Court's
understanding of its authority to issue a
sentence outside the Guideline range, and its
conscious decision to not do so and instead
accept the advice of the Guidelines, may be
erased by examining the court's fina
commentsbeforepassing sentence. Thecourt
fully acknowledged and expressed its
“respect” for Severino's “remorse”* 213 and
his efforts to accept responsibility (App. at
110-11), but then found that such acceptance
“Isn't something that I'm going toreduce your
sentence for” (id. at 111). Noting that the
Guidelines take acceptance of responsibility
into account, the court elected to follow the
advice of the Guidelines. The court
concluded that the result that would “benefit
society and benefit [ Severino] isto stay within
the guidelines, but to go at the very lowest
level of the guidelines, which would be 63
months.” (I1d.)

The District Court's statement that Severino's
impressiv e acceptance of respons bility “isn't
something that I'm going to reduce your
sentencefor” clearly impliesto this Court that
the District Court understood that it could
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reduce sentence on that basis, but that it chose
not to do so based upon its consideration of
the 8§ 3553(a) factors, including consultation
of the Guidelines under 8 3553(a)(4). The
District Court reinforced thisunderstanding by
stating that it chose “to stay within the
guidelines.” This statement reflects that the
District Court knew it could issue a sentence
outsidetherange suggested by the Guidelines,
but that its consideration of the § 3553(a)
factors and the circumstances of the case
yielded the conclusion that society and
Severino himself would best benefit from a
sentence within the range recommended by
the Guidelines.

[8][9] Severino arguesthat the court erred by
“restrict[ing] consideration of
‘acceptance-related’ factors to its calculation
of the advisory guideline range under §
3553(a)(4)”" (Def.'s Br. 30), and that had the
court understood itsauthority, “it would have
included [acceptance-based] circumstancesin
its methodical recitation of the 8 3553 factors
(somewhere aside from within the narrow
confines of § 3553(a)(4))” (Def.'s Reply Br.
6). However, just because the District Court
did not explicitly mention acceptance of
responsibility with regard to any other §
3553(a) factor does not mean that the District
Court did not understand its ability to weigh
such concerns under other factors. Rather,
the District Court simply decided, in its
discretion, that the Guidelineswerepersuasive
onthisissueandit did not believethat alower
sentence on the basis urged by Severino was
warranted.  While the Guidelines are no
longer mandatory post-Booker , they still must
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be consulted and “provide a natural starting
point for the determination of the appropriate
level of punishment for criminal conduct.”
Cooper, 437 F.3d at 331. Furthermore,
district judges are not required “to routinely
state by rote that they have read the Booker
decision or that they know the sentencing
guidelines are now advisory.” Cooper, 437
F.3d at 329. Therefore, absent an express
statement or other evidencetothecontrary, we
will not find a sentence unlawful merely
because a sentencing court has not indicated
that the Guidelinesare advisory. TheDistrict
Court here started with the Guidelines, while
recognizing that they were not binding, and
evidently concluded that they adequately
accounted for the level of acceptance of
responsibility displayed in this case.

[10] Severino suggests that the District Court
had not only the authority but the “obligation
... to sentence below the guidelines range on
the basis of acceptance of responsibility
simply by properly applying Booker's §
3553(a) analysis.” (Def.'s Br. 33.) To the
contrary, Booker enhanced judicial discretion
in sentencing rather than restricting it. See
Vampire Nation, 451 F.3d at 195
(commenting that “[w]hat has changed
post-Booker, is that sentencing is a
discretionary exercise’). We review the
application of the § 3553(a) factors
deferentidly, requiring only that the sentence
beimposed for logical reasons consistent with
the broad goals of § 3553(a). Cooper, 437
F.3d at 330. The*214 District Court indeed
could have stated its reasoning with greater
precision, but thisCourt recognized in Cooper
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that district judges issue sentencing decisions
from the bench in “ spontaneous remarks’ that
are “unlikely to be a perfect or complete
statement of all of the surrounding law.”
Cooper, 437 F.3d at 330 n. 8 (quotation
omitted). Isolating certain statements of the
court to suggest that the court somehow felt
obligated to follow the Guidelinesignoresthe
context of those statements.

V.

The District Court gave meaningful
consideration to the § 3553(a) factors, and it
reasonably imposed a sentence at the low end
of the suggested Guidelines range for logical
reasons consistent with those factors and the
circumstances of this case. Cooper, 437 F.3d
at 330. Severino has not met his burden to
show otherwise.  We conclude that the
District Court'ssentencewasreasonable under
Booker, and we therefore will AFFIRM.

C.A.3 (Pa),2006.
U.S. v. Severino
454 F.3d 206
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UNITED STATES of America, Appellant,
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COREY SMITH, Defendant, Appellee.
No. 05-1725.

Heard Feb. 10, 2006.
Decided April 7, 2006.

Background: Defendant wasconvictedinthe
United States District Court for the District of
Massachusetts, Morris E. Lasker, Senior
District Judge ™=, of six counts of crack
distribution and one count of conspiringto sl
crack, and was sentenced to 46 months
imprisonment. Government appealed the
sentence.

EN* Of the Southern District of New
Y ork, sitting by designation.

Holdings: The Court of Appeals, Boudin,
Chief Judge, held that:

2(1) district court did not commit legal error
in considering factors that were discouraged
or prohibited bases for departure under
sentencing guidelines, and

5(2) sentence was unreasonably low.
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V acated and remanded.
West Headnotes

[1] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€800

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV (F) Departures

350HIV(F)1 In General
350Hk800 k. In General. M ost

Cited Cases

The farther the judge's sentence departs from
the sentencing guidelines sentence, the more
compelling the justification based on the
statutory sentencing fectors that the judge
must offer in order to enable the court of
appeals to assess the reasonableness of the
sentence imposed. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a);
U.S.S.G. 8§1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Generd
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of
Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
In sentencing defendant under advisory
sentencing guidelines for crack distribution
and conspiring to sell crack, district court did
not commit legal error in considering factors
of age, drug use, lack of aleadership role, and
post-offense rehabilitation, that were either
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discouraged or prohibited bases for departure
under the guidelines. U.S.S.G. § 1B1.1 et
seg., 18 U.S.CA.

[3] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€40

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in
Generd
350Hk40 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~~804

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H!V (F) Departures
350HIV(F)1 In General
350Hk803 Grounds for Departure
350HKk804 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
That afactor is discouraged or forbidden as a
basis for departure under the sentencing
guidelines does not automatically make it
irrelevant when a court is weighing the
statutory sentencing factors apart from the
guidelines. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a); U.S.S.G.
§1B1.1etseq., 18U.S.CA.

[4] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€300

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI1 Sentencing Proceedingsin General
350HI1(E) Presentence Report
350Hk300 k. Use and Effect of
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Report. Most Cited Cases

Statutesetting forth factorstobeconsideredin
imposing sentence did not prohibit district
court from considering, for purposes of
determining defendant's sentence for crack
distribution and conspiring to sell crack,
probation officer's recommendation in
presentencereport of sentence below advisory
sentencing guidelines range. 18 U.S.C.A. §

3553(a).

[5] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€643

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HI1l Sentence on Conviction of
Different Charges

350HI111(D) Disposition

350Hk643 k. Length of Total or

Aggregate Sentence in General. Most Cited
Cases
Defendant's 46-month sentence for six counts
of crack distribution and one count of
conspiringto sell crack wasunreasonably low;
sentence was less than half of minimum of
advisory sentencing guidelines range of
100-125 months, despite defendant'syouth, he
had significant criminal history and had
progressed steadily toward more serious
crimes, guidelines cal cul ation took account of
fact that defendant was not leader of criminal
activity, defendant's post-arrest release was
revoked for violations of release terms,
offenses involved repeatedly selling crack
near school and playground, and therewas no
indication that defendant had better than usual
rehabilitation prospects. 18 U.S.CA. §
3553(a); U.SSG. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
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U.S.CA.

*2 Patrick M. Hamilton, Assistant United
States Attorney, with whom Michael J.
Sullivan, United States Attorney, wason brief
for appellant.

Jonathan Shapiro with whom Stern, Shapiro,
Weissherg & Garin, LLP was on brief, for

appellee.

Before BOUDIN, Chief Judge, STAHL,
Senior Circuit Judge, and HOWARD, Circuit
Judge.

BOUDIN, Chief Judge.

Corey Smith pled guilty to six counts of crack
distribution and one count of conspiringto sell
crack. Applying the sentencing guidelines,
thedistrict court cal culated Smith'ssentencing
range to be 100-125 months of imprisonment,
but then sentenced Smith to 46 months of
imprisonment (followed by six years of
supervised release). The government now
appeals, arguing that Smith's sentence is
unreasonably low.

In October and November of 2003, Smith-who
was twenty-one years old at the
time-facilitated four sales and made three
direct sales of crack cocaineto Adolfo Brito,
an undercover police officer.  All of the
transactions, save perhaps one, took place
within 1,000 feet of either the George A.
Lewis Middle School or the Little Scobie
Playground. Smith was arrested on April 15,
2004, and eventually pled guilty to six counts
of crack distribution and one count of
conspiring to sell crack. 21 U.S.C. § 841(Q)
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(2000).

Soon after hisarrest, Smith wasreleased to an
in-patient drug treatment program at Spectrum
House and successfully completed the initial
treatment program. In January 2005, after his
guilty plea, he was transferred to a “sober
house” run by the South Middlesex
Opportunity Council.  After a series of
violations of the sober house'srules-including
staying out without authorization-Smith's
release was revoked by a magistrate judge on
February 8, 2005, and he was thereafter
detained until April 19, 2005, when his
sentence was imposed.

The pre-sentence report calculated Smith's
total offenselevel as 25, based on the quantity
of crack (14.25 grams), the proximity of his
offenses to a school and playground, and
Smith's acceptance of responsibility. Because
of prior convictions for various offenses,
including the possession of marijuanawiththe
intent to distribute, Smith had a criminal
history category of V (based on eleven
criminal history points). /™

EN1. Smith was convicted of these
crimes embracing sSix separate
incidents spanning the period May 16,
2000, to December 3, 2002. He
served time in prison after violating
the conditions of his probation
stemming from his drug possession
conviction, and it was soon after his
release from that period of
incarceration that he was arrested for
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the crime in question here.

The probation officer found no basis for a
downward departure under the guidelines.

This meant that Smith's guideline sentencing
range was 100 to 125 months. However, the
sentencing occurred after United Sates v.
Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160
L.Ed.2d 621 (2005), so the district court was
not restricted to a guideline sentence. It
appears that the probation*3 officer
recommended a bel ow-guideline sentence of
sixty months based on considerations such as
Smith's limited role in the offenses, his
rehabilitation from his drug habit, and the
allegedly minor nature of his prior offenses

After hearing argument from the government
and defense counsel, and after an allocution by
the defendant, the district judge (over the
government's objection) sentenced Smith to
46 months in prison followed by six years of
supervised release, and recommended drug
treatment for Smith while in prison. In
explaining the sentence, the district judge
addressed Smith asfollows:

| think you're a man who has done wrong
things, gotten introuble, find yourself in afix,
but you'reyoung and you may turn around and
I'd like to see you turn around rather than get
crushed....

Against you is the nature of the offense that
you committed, an aggravated selling of
controlled substance regularly in a location
closeto aschool, and although | don't suppose
you sat and thought about whether it's closeto
aschool or not, I'm sure you knew therewere
alot of littlekidsin that area, and that's a hell
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of a place to be selling cocaine, and the law
makes it more of an offense, but in your favor
is the fact that you were involved in the
offensefor alimited period of time and [d]o
not appear to have been aleader. Y ou appear
to have committed the crime to support your
drug habit.

Whileon pretrial releaseyoudid participatein
drug abuse treatment and, for the most part,
youreceived positivereports, although | guess
you had a couple of dips, didn't you? And
during pretria relesse, you did obtain
employment.

Bearing all these things in mind and the
requirements of the statute that the sentence
imposed be serious-| mean, be sufficient to
take into consideration the seriousness of the
offense, the protection of society, your own
needs to improve and to make sure that the
sentence is sufficient but not excessive, and
bearing in mind that the Probation Department
concludesthat in accordance with this statute,
a sentence substantially below the guidelines
is appropriate. I'm imposing the same
sentence on you as | have imposed on the two
defendants in this case who have appeared
before me already, although that sentence is
somewhat bel ow what the probation guideline
recommends in your case.

In Booker, the Supreme Court held that
mandatory guidelines based on judge-made
findings violated the Sixth Amendment, but,
after a severance analysis, ruled that the
guidelines should be treated as “effectively
advisory.” 125 S.Ct. at 750-52, 757. The
Court further stated that sentences would be
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reviewablefor “reasonableness,” and that this
review would apply regardless of whether
sentences fell within the advisory guidelines
range. |d. at 765-66.

The sentencing court's discretion remains
constrained by 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2000),
which requires courts to consider anumber of
factorsinimposing sentences, United Satesv.
Pho, 433 F.3d 53, 61-62 (1st Cir.2006),
including“the nature and circumstancesof the
offense and the history and characteristics of
the defendant,” 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(1), “the
need for the sentence imposed,” id. §
3553(a)(2),™2 and “the *4 need to avoid
unwarranted sentence disparities among
defendants with similar records who have
been found guilty of similar conduct,” id. §

3553(a)(6).

ENZ2. In making this determination,
courts must consider the need for the
sentence “to reflect the seriousness of
the offense, to promote respect for the
law, and to provide just punishment
for the offense”; “to afford adequae
deterrence to crimina condud”; “to
protect the public from further crimes
of thedefendant”; and*“to providethe
defendant with needed educational or
vocational training, medical care, or
other correctional treatment in the
most effective manner.” 18 U.S.C. §
3553(a)(2)(A)-(D).

Thestatute al so requires courtsto consider the
sentencing rangeestablished by theguidelines.
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18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(4); accord Booker, 125
S.Ct. at 764-65. In United Sates v.
Jiménez-Beltre, 440 F.3d 514 (1st. Cir.2006)
(en banc), this court stated that the guidelines
remained “an important consideration”
becausethey represented the only “integration
of the multiple factors’ identified in the
statute, often reflected past practice, and bore
the imprimatur of the expert agency charged
with developing them. Id. at 518 (emphasis
omitted).

For the same reasons we said that a district
court should normally begin with a guideline
caculation, and that after considering
departures, the district court should decide
whether “other factors” (beyond the
guidelines) warranted an ultimate sentence
above or below the guideline range.
Jiménez-Beltre, 440 F.3d 514, 518. As for
review for reasonableness, we stressed the
need for “a plausible explanation and a
defensible overall result.” Id. at 519. The
“within the range” sentence involved in
Jiménez-Beltre was easily affirmed. 1d. at
518-19.

[1] The present case is more difficult. The
sentence is not a modest variance from the
guideline range, but less than half the
minimum of the range. “[T]he farther the
judge's sentence departs from the guidelines
sentence the more compelling the
justification based on factors in section
3553(a) that the judge mug offer in order to
enable the court of appeals to assess the
reasonableness of the sentence imposed.”
United Statesv. Dean, 414 F.3d 725, 729 (7th
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Cir.2005) (Posner, J.). However,
circumstances may make a major variance
reasonable.

Here, the district courtrelied on six factorsto
distinguish this case: Smith's youth; his
involvement in the offense “for a limited
period of time”; the fact that Smith did not
“appear to have been aleader”; the fact that
Smith “appear[ed] to have committed the
crime to support [his] drug habit”; Smith's
participation in drug abuse treatment and his
subsequent employment; and the probation
officer's suggestion that a “sentence
substantially below the guidelines is
appropriate.” &2

EN3. The district judge also told
Smith that he was“imposing the same
sentence on you as| have imposed on
the two defendants in this case who
have appeared before me already.”
One of the defendants was sentenced
to 46 months of imprisonment, while
the other was sentenced to 57 months
of imprisonment.

[2] The government first argues that the
district court committed legal error because
some of the factors relied upon-such as age,
drug use, lack of a leadership role, and
post-offense rehabilitation-are “either
discouraged or prohibited basesfor departure”
under the sentencing guidelines and cirauit
precedent. Legal errorsarereviewedde novo
and are themselves a basis for remand, Pho,
433 F.3d at 60-61, unless the error had no
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effect upon the sentence.

For the most part, the Commission's decision
to discourage or exclude a factor seemingly
rested either on adoubt whether the factor had
much relevance to the statutory goals of
sentencing or a concern that the factor was of
akind that tended to promote theinequdity in
sentencing that theguidelinesaimedtoreduce.
*5U.S.S.G. §5H1.1, intro. cmt. (2005); cf.
id. 8§ 5K2.0, cmt. (backg'd). But, as we
explainedin Jiménez-Beltre, theguidelinesare
generaizations, the benefit of advisory
guidelines is the room alowed for finer
tuning. 440 F.3d 514, 2006 WL 562154, at
*3.

[3] That afactor is discouraged or forbidden
under the guidelines does not automatically
make it irrelevant when a court is weighing
the statutory factorsapart fromthe guidelines.
The guidelines-being advisory-are no longer
decisive as to factors any more than as to
results. About the best one can say for the
government's argument is that reliance on a
discounted or excluded factor may, like the
extent of the variance, have some bearing on
reasonableness.

[4] The government also argues that the
district court erred in relying on the
pre-sentence recommendation of a sentence
substantially below the guidelines range,
contending that this factor is “irrelevant”
under section 3553(a). However, nothing in
the statute forbids taking the probation
officer's recommendation into account. A
sentencing judge could reasonably consider
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the informed opinion of the offica in
evaluating the section 3553(a) factors, see
United States v. Robinson, 433 F.3d 31, 36
(1st Cir.2005), although the weight accorded
such an evauation surely depends on the
strength of the reasons given.

The government next argues that the district
court erred in (alegedly) basing Smith's
sentence on those of his co-defendants. The
government says that thismisconstrues section
3553(a)(6), which requires district courts to
avoid creating “unwarranted sentence
disparities among defendants with similar
recordswho have been found guilty of similar
conduct.” The government argues that the
“disparity” referenced in the statutory
language refers only to variations from a
national norm.

We agree that Congess goa of equality
primarily envisions a national norm; the
guidelineswerein somemeasurearesponseto
disparities among sentences for like
individuals in different parts of the country.
United States v. Wogan, 938 F.2d 1446, 1449
(1st Cir.1991), cert. denied, 502 U.S. 969, 112
S.Ct. 441, 116 L.Ed.2d 460 (1991). In any
event, the district judge in this case was
apparently stressing his own consistency
rather than supplying an independent
justification of the 46 month sentence.

[5] Having rejected the government's
legal-error arguments, we turn now to its
claimthat the sentence was unreasonably low.
In doing so, we do not think that the district
court made any clear error as to underlying
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fact warranting aremand. Robinson, 433 F.3d
at 38 (sentence may be vacated if “ predicated
on a clearly erroneous view of material
facts’).™ The issue, rather, is one of
reasonableness. the plausibility of both the
explanation and the result. Jiménez-Beltre,
440 F.3d 514, 518.

EN4. The government says that the
evidence did not support the district
court's statements about drugs as a
cause of Smith's crimes or his
rehabilitation. A close reading
indicates that the statements were
quite qualified-that Smith
“appear{ed]” to have engaged in his
crimesinorder to support adrughabit,
and, in treatment, “received positive
reports,” though he “had a couple of
dips”  The former statement, so
gualified, has some basis in the PSR;
the latter is a matter of
characterization.

The first fact relied on by the district
court-Smith's youth-is a discouraged factor,
but one that has a conventional apped;
among the concerns are that the crime may be
a youthful aberration and that a young man
may have a greater chance for rehabilitation.

The district *6 judge did not rely upon
aberration-Smith, after al, had participatedin
six crack transadions and had a subgantial
criminal  history continuing over severa
years-but the judge did express a hope of
rehabilitation.
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Yet Smith's criminal career has progressed
fairly steadily toward more serious crimes
(from license plate theft and marijuana
possession, for example, to crack distribution
near a school and playground). He served
timein prison after violating the conditions of
his probation stemming from his marijuana
possession conviction, and it was soon after
his release from that period of incarceration
that he was arrested for the crime in question
here.

The digtrict judge aso relied upon Smith's
involvement in the present offenses “for a
limited period of time.” But Smith already
had a significant aiminal history; his first
conviction (not necessarily his first crime)
occurred more than three years before his
crack transactions, which means that he was
engaged in offenses from the age of 18
through the age of 21. During this period, he
accumulated nine criminal history points, so
his present offenses appear afurther extension
of hiscriminal higtory.

Further, the court said that Smith did not
“appear to have been aleader,” and thisistrue
even though Smith progressed in the six
transactions from aiding others to making his
own sales. But the gquideline calculations
already account for this fact. U.S.S.G. §
3B1.1 (2005). If thereis some more specific
aspect of his role that mitigates over and
above the usual guideline sentence for an
ordinary participant, which in principle could
be true, it is not stated.

Findly, the district judge mentioned the
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potential contribution of drug addiction. The
probation officer apparently said that the
defendant “appear [ed] to have committed”
the crimes to support a drug habit. At
sentencing, the district judge essentially
echoed the probation officer's qualified
statement about the role of Smith's drug
problems in his crimes. The government
arguesthat thisfinding waswithout basis, and
the defendant does not point to any specific
facts on the record that support such a
conclusion.

In any case, we note that Smith, as soon as he
had compl eted hisfirst phaseof rehabilitation,
immediately began to break the rules of the
sober house, which resulted inthe termination
of his release. Regadless of the extert to
which drug dependence may have played a
role in his crimes, this relapse into
misbehavior amost as soon as controls
lessened does not speak well for his prospects
of future self-control, whatever the cause for
the relapse may have been.

We are hard-put to see any basis for finding
thissentencereasonable. Thisisequally true
if one turns from the facts relied upon by the
district judge to the genera considerations
provided by the statute. Both vantages are
pertinent in assessing reasonableness, and
other circuitsthat havereviewed sentencesfor
reasonableness have been willing to look at
the matter from either end of the telescope.

See, e.g., United Sates v. Lazenby, 439 F.3d
928 (8th Cir.2006); United Sates v. Duhon,
440 F.3d 711, 715-20 (5th Cir.2006); United
Satesv. Moreland, 437 F.3d 424, 436-37 (4th
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Cir.2006).

The first sentencing factor is “the nature and
circumstances of the offense and the history
and characteristics of the defendant.” 18
U.S.C. § 3553(a)(1). Here, the offense
involved repeatedly selling crack near aschool
and playground, and the defendant, although
young, has accumulated asignificant criminal
history. Even *7 after some rehabilitation
and while this case was pending, he was
unable to conform to the rules of the sober
house to which he was sent.

Three more factors, grouped together by the
statute, arethe seriousnessof the offense, need
for respect for law, and need for just
punishment. 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(A).
Selling crack near facilities where children
gather speaks directly to these factors. The
offense, and the defendant's developing
criminal career, is also pertinent, again in
ways unhelpful to him, to two other statutory
factors:. the need “to afford adequate
deterrence” and “to protect the public.” 1d. §
3553(a)(2)(B)-(C).

The statute alsorefersto the need “to provide
the defendant with needed ... medical care| |
or other correctional treatment....” 18 U.S.C.
§ 3553(a)(2)(D). If drugtreatment isrequired
by Smith, this can presumably be done
whether the sentence is 46 months or alonger
guideline sentence.  The statute's language
does not itself make drug addiction an
extenuating circumstance, and in any event, as
we have seen, there is no very clear evidence
of a causal link between drug abuse and
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Smith's crimesin this case.

The next pertinent sentencing factor in the
statuteisthe guideline rangeitself, 18 U.S.C.
§ 3553(a)(4)(A), whichinturnisthe principal
means for complying with the last pertinent
goal, namely, “the need to avoid unwarranted
sentence disparities among defendants with
similar recordswho have been found guilty of
similar conduct.” Id. 8 3553(a)(6). The
factor in question-the guideline range-is
obviously not one that supports the district
court's non-guideline sentence, and, to the
extent that the guidelines are given force,
pushes in the other direction.

In a nutshell, the offense is quite serious and
the defendant’s record unpromising, and there
are no developed findings to indicate that
rehabilitation is a better prospect than usual.
A sentence less than half the minimum range
appearsto usplainly unreasonabl e. Although
we are unhappy to disagree with the respected
and experienced district judgein this case, we
cannot sustain the sentence on the findings
and explanation before us™=

ENS. Compare United Sates V.
Hampton, 441 F.3d 284, 286 (4th
Cir.2006); Lazenby, 439 F.3d 928,
930; Duhon, 440 F.3d 711, 715;
Moreland, 437 F.3d at 436-37; United
Sates v. McMannus, 436 F.3d 871,
875 (8th Cir.2006).

The sentence is vacated and the case
remanded for resentencing consistent with this
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decision. Framing a new sentence after any
proceedings deemed appropriateis, inthefird
instance, the responsibility of the district
judge.

It is so ordered.
C.A.1 (Mass.),2006.
U.S. v. Smith

445 F.3d 1

Briefsand Other Related Documents (Back to
top)

« 05-1725 (Docket) (May 18, 2005)

END OF DOCUMENT
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Briefs and Othe Related Documents

United States Court of Appeals,Eleventh
Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America,
Paintiff-Appellee,
V.
John Kevin TALLEY, Defendant-Appellant.
No. 05-11353
Non-Argument Calendar.

Dec. 2, 2005.

Background: Defendant appealed from
sentenceimposed by theUnited States District
Court for the Northern District of Georgia,
No. 04-00082-CR-TWT-1,Thomas W.
Thrash, J., for making false statements on a
firearms application.

6Holding: The Court of Appeals held that
51-month sentence for making false
statements on a firearms application, which
was at the low end of the Guidelines range,
was not unreasonabl e.

Affirmed.
West Headnotes

[1] Sentencing and Punishment 350H

Page 1

€665

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In General
350HKk665 k. Commentary and
Policy Statements. Most Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €~720

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V(B) Offense Levels
350H1V (B)3 Factors Applicable to
Several Offenses
350Hk720 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €<~750

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HI1V (C) Adjustments
350HIV(C)1 In General
350HK750 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €<~800

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (F) Departures
350HIV(F)1 In General
350HKk800 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
After consulting the Sentencing Guidelines
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and calculating the range provided, district
court must consider several factors to
determine a reasonable sentence: (1) the
nature and circumstances of the offense and
the history and characteristics of the
defendant; (2) the need to reflect the
seriousnessof the offense, to promote respect
for thelaw, and to providejust punishment for
the offense; (3) the need for deterrence; (4)
the need to protect the public; (5) theneed to
providethe defendant with needed educational
or vocational training or medical care; (6) the
kinds of sentences available; (7) the
Sentencing Guidelines range; (8) pertinent
policy statements of the Sentencing
Commission; (9) the need to avoid unwanted
sentencing disparities; and (10) the need to
provide restitution to victims. 18 U.S.C.A. §
3553(a); U.SSG. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€906

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350H1V (H) Proceedings
350H1V (H)3 Hearing
350Hk992 Findings and
Statement of Reasons
350Hk996 k. Sufficiency.
Most Cited Cases
District court is not required to state on the
record that it hasexplicitly considered each of
statutory sentencing factors or to discuss each
of thefactors. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a).

[3] Sentencing and Punishment 350H

Page 2

€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In General
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
A sentence within the Guidelinesrangeisnot
per se reasonable. U.S.S.G. § 1B1.1 et seq.,
18U.S.CA.

[4] Criminal Law 110 €1141(2)

110 Criminal Law
110XX1V Review
110X X1V (M) Presumptions
110k1141 In Genera
110k1141(2) k. Burden of
Showing Error. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 110k1163(1))
Party who challenges the sentence bears the
burden of establishing that the sentence is
unreasonable in the light of both the record
and statutory sentencing factors. 18 U.S.C.A.

3553(a).

[5] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
Review of sentence for reasonableness is
deferential; court must evaluate whether the
sentence imposed by the district court failsto
achievethe purposes of sentencing asstatedin
sentencing statute. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a).
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[6] Weapons 406 €~17(8)

406 Weapons
406k17 Criminal Prosecutions

406k17(8) k. Sentence and Punishment.
Most Cited Cases
Defendant's 51-month sentence for making
false statements on a firearms application,
which was at the low end of the Guidelines
range, was not unreasonable. 18 U.S.C.A. 88
924(a)(1)(A), 3553(a).

*784 StephanieKearnsand V. NatashaPerdew
Silas, Fed. Pub. Defenders, Fed. Def.
Program, Inc., Atlanta, GA, for Td ley.
Zahra S. Karinshak, Amy Levin Weil, U.S.
Atty., Atlanta, GA, for U.S.

*785 Appeal from the United States District
Court for the Northern District of Georgia.

Before TIOFLAT, DUBINA and PRYOR,
Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:

John Kevin Taley appeals his 51-month
sentence for making false statements on a
firearms application. See 18 USC. §
924(a)(1)(A). Talley arguesthat hissentence
was unreasonable because the district court
falled to mention and discuss al the
sentencing factorsrequired by United Satesv.
Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160
L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). See 18 U.SC. §
3553(a). The government counters that
Talley's sentence is per se reasonable. We
reject both these arguments. We conclude
that the district court adequately considered
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the sentencing fectorsin section 3553(a) and,
in the light of those factors and the record,
imposed areasonable sentence. We dfirm.

|. BACKGROUND

On January 23, 2004, Taley attempted to
purchasefour firearmsin Jonesboro, Georgia,
and falsely stated on awritten application that
he had never been convicted of afelony. A
background check reveded that Talley had
been convicted of afelony in New Jersey and
wasinviolation of his probation. Talley was
arrested and confessed to having attempted to
purchase the firearms, knowingly answering
the previous convictions question fasely, and
having been convicted of the felonies of
criminal trespass in New Jersey and
obstruction of an officer in Georgia. Talley
also admitted to having purchased more than
50 firearms since 1993, the mgjority of which
he claimed to have given to relatives in
Camden, New Jersey.

On January 20, 2005, Talley wassentenced to
51 months of imprisonment. The district
court calcul ated this sentence by using section
2K2.1(a)(4)(A) of the U.S. Sentencing
Guidelines, which assigned abase level of 20
because of Talley's previous conviction for a
crime of violence. The district court added
two levels because the current offense
involved the attempted purchase of four
firearms, but then subtracted two levels
because Talley took responsibility for his
crimeand truthfully admitted hisconduct. At
level 20, the Guidelines provided a sentence
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range of 51 to 63 months of imprisonment.
Over Talley's objection, the district court
imposed a sentence at the low end of the
Guidelines range.

1. STANDARD OF REVIEW

We review the sentence imposed by the
district court for reasonableness. Booker, 125
S.Ct. at 765.

[11. DISCUSSION

Talley argues on appeal that his sentence was
unreasonabl ebecausethedistrict court did not
mention or discusseach of thefactorslistedin
section 3553(a). Talley also argues that the
district court erred when it did not discuss
either whether treatment for his medical
conditions and blindness in one eye could be
accomplished more effectivdy out of custody
or whether he could receive education or
vocational training out of confinement.
Talley's arguments fail. We discuss these
issues in three parts.  First, we address
Talley's objections to the sentencing process.

Second, we address the argument of the
government that Talley's sentence is per se
reasonable. Third, we address whether
Talley's sentence was reasonable.

*786 A. The District Court Did Not Err in
the Sentencing Process.

[1] After Booker, sentencing requires two
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steps. First, thedistrict court must consult the
Guidelines and correctly calculate the range
provided by the Guidelines. See United
Satesv. Crawford, 407 F.3d 1174, 1178(11th
Cir.2005). Second, the district court must
consider several factors to determine a
reasonable sentence: (1) the nature and
circumstances of the offense and the history
and characteristics of the defendant; (2) the
need to reflect the seriousness of the offense,
to promote respect for the law, and to provide
just punishment for the offense; (3) the need
for deterrence; (4) the need to protect the
public; (5) the need to provide the defendant
with needed educational or vocational training
or medical care; (6) the kinds of sentences
available, (7) the Sentencing Guidelines
range; (8) pertinent policy statements of the
Sentencing Commission; (9) the need to
avoid unwanted sentencing disparities; and
(10) the need to providerestitution to victims.
See 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a).

[2] Contrary to Talley's argument, when the
district court considers the factors of section
3553(a), it need not discuss each of them. In
United Sates v. Scott, 426 F.3d 1324 (11th
Cir.2005), we explained that “nothing in
Booker or elsewhererequiresthedistrict court
to state on the record that it has explicitly
considered each of the section 3553(a) factors
or to discuss each of the section 3553(a)
factors.” 1d. at 1329. We concluded that an
acknowledgment by the district court that it
has considered the defendant's arguments and
the factors in section 3553(a) is sufficient
under Booker.
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Talley'sargument that the district court did not
properly consider the factors of section
3553(a) aso is foreclosed by Scott. The
transcript of Talley's sentencing hearing
providesampleevidencethat thedistrict court
properly considered the factors. The district
court correctly calculated the Guiddinesrange
and stated, “Based on all the facts and
circumstances of this case, | think that the
guidelines do produce a fair and reasonable
sentence considering the factors set forth in
18, section 3553(a) ....”

Although unnecessary under Scott, the district
court also elaborated on the bass for its
sentence. The district court determined that
the range provided by the Sentencing
Guidelines was appropriate because of the
serious nature of the crime and the types of
firearms Talley wanted to purchase. The
district court stated its belief that Talley
intended to distribute those firearms in
Camden, New Jersey. The district court
imposed a sentence at the low end of the
recommended Guidelines range because
Taley had committed “only one crime of
violence and only one rather minor drug
offense.” The district court mentioned
Talley's medical issues as a mitigating factor
but determined that those issues would be
addressed by the Bureau of Prisons.

B. A Sentence Within the Guidelines Range
Is Not Per Se Reasonable.

[3] The United States argues that a“ sentence
at the low end of the applicable advisory
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Sentencing Guidelines range is, per se, a
reasonable sentence.” This argument does
not comport with the Booker decision.
AccordingtoBlack'sL aw Di cti onary, “ per se”
means, “Of, in, or by itself; standing alone,
without referenceto additional facts.” To say
that a sentence within the Guidelinesrangeis
“by itself” reasonable is to ignore the
requirement that the district court, when
determining a sentence, take into account the
other factors listed in section 3553(a). See
Booker, 125 S.Ct. at 765-66.

*787 Severa other Circuits also have refused
to adopt the rule that sentences within the
Guidelines range are “per s’ reasonable.
The Sixth Circuit, in United Sates v. Webb,
403 F.3d 373, 385 n. 9 (6th Cir.2005),
expressly “decling[d] to hold that a sentence
within a proper Guidelines range is per se
reasonable.” Similarly, theEighth Circuit,in
United Sates v. Archuleta, 412 F.3d 1003,
1007 (8th Cir.2005), stated that it had “not yet
held that a sentence within a correctly
calculated Guideline range is reasonable per
se.” The Fifth Circuit, in United States v.
Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 519-20 (5th Cir.2005),
stated that it would give great deference to a
sentenceimposed by thedistrict court judge if
it was within the Guidelines range, but
stopped short of stating that any sentence
within the Guidelines range is, per se
reasonable. InUnited Satesv. Mykytiuk, 415
F.3d 606, 607 (7th Cir.2005), the Seventh
Circuit stated that “Booker does not hold that
a Guidelines sentence must conclusively be
presumed to be reasonable.”
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Although wereject theargument of the United
States that a sentence within the Guidelines
range is per se reasonable, we agree that the
use of the Guidelines remains central to the
sentencing process.  Our reading of the
decision in Booker confirms this assessment.
The Supreme Court, in its Booker decision,
reiterated the importance of consulting the
Guidelines, athough in an advisory fashion.
The Booker Court explained that, after it
excised the provisons that made the
Guidelines mandatory, the sentencing system
would still provide uniformity and link the
sentences to the actual offenses committed:
The approach, which we now adopt, would
(through severance and exdsion of two
provisions) make the Guidelines system
advisory while maintaning a strong
connection between the sentenceimposed and
the offender's real conduct-a connection
important to the increased uniformity of
sentencing that Congress intended its
Guidelines system to achieve.

Booker, 125 S.Ct. at 757.

TheBooker Court explained that judgeswould
continue to rely on extra-verdict information
for sentencing purposes, because the Booker
Court concluded that depriving the judges of
thisinformationwould underminethegoal sof
Congress in adopting the Guidelines:

To engraft the Court's constitutional
requirement [of jury fact-finding] onto the
sentencing statutes, however, would destroy
the system. It would prevent a judge from
relying upon a presentence report for factual
information, rel evant to sentencing, uncovered
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after the trial.  In doing so, it would, even
compared to pre-Guidelines sentencing,
weaken the tie between a sentence and an
offender's real conduct. It would thereby
undermine the sentencing statute's basic am
of ensuring similar sentences for those who
have committed similar crimes in similar
ways.

Booker, 125 S.Ct. at 760.

The Booker Court reasoned that continued use
of the Guidelinesin an advisory fashionwould
further the purposes of Congress in creating
the sentencing system to be honest, far, and
rational:

Aswe have said, the Sentencing Commission
remains in place, writing Guidelines,
collecting information about actual district
court sentencing decisions, undertaking
research, and revising the Guidelines
accordingly. The district courts, while not
bound to apply the Guidelines, must consult
those Guidelines and take them into account
when sentencing.  The courts of appeds
review sentencing decisions for
unreasonableness. Thesefeaturesof * 788 the
remaining system, while not the system
Congress enacted, nonetheless continue to
move sentencing in Congress preferred
direction, helping to avoid excessive
sentencing disparities while maintaining
flexibility sufficient toindividualize sentences
where necessary.

Booker, 125 S.Ct. at 767 (internal citations
omitted).
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[4] Although either a defendant or the
government can appeal a sentence within the
Guidelines range and argue that it is
unreasonable, ordinarily we would expect a
sentence within the Guidelines range to be
reasonable.  After Booker, our ordinary
expectation still has to be measured against
the record, and the party who challenges the
sentence bears the burden of establishing that
the sentence is unreasonable in the light of
both that record and the factors in section
3553(a). We now turn to that evaluation.

C. Talley's Sentence I's Reasonable.

When we review a sentence for
reasonableness, we do not, asthedistrict court
did, determine the exact sentence to be
imposed. Our review is not de novo. A
district court may impose a sentence that is
either more severe or lenient than the sentence
we would have imposed, but that sentence
must still be reasonable.

[5] Review for reasonableness is deferential .
We must evaluate whether the sentence
imposed by the district court fails to achieve
the purposes of sentencing asstated in section
3553(a). Inour evaluation of a sentence for
reasonableness, we recognize that there is a
range of reasonabl e sentences from which the
district court may choose, and when the
district court imposes a sentence within the
advisory Guidelines range, we ordinarily will
expect that choice to be areasonable one.

[6] Tdley's argument that his sentence is
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unreasonablefails. Talley complains about
the process by which the didrict court
pronounced his sentence, but Talley fals to
explain how the sentence itself is
unreasonable. Therecord also showsthat the
district court carefully considered Talley's
objections about his need for medica
treatment and other appropriate sentencing
factors. Nothing in this record suggests that
Taley's sentence, at the low end of the
Guidelines range, was unreasonable. The
district court, therefore, did not err.  See
Scott, 426 F.3d at 1330; United Sates v.
Winingear, 422 F.3d 1241, 1246 (1ith

Cir.2005).

V. CONCLUSION

Because the district court did not err in the
sentencing process and Talley's sentence is
reasonable, the sentence imposed by the
district court is

AFFIRMED.

C.A.11 (Ga.),2005.

U.S. v. Tadley

431 F.3d 784, 19 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. C 62

Briefsand Other Related Documents(Back to
top)

« 05-11353 (Docket) (Mar. 11, 2005)

END OF DOCUMENT
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Briefs and Othe Related Documents

United States Court of Appeals,Seventh
Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America,
Paintiff-Appellee,
V.
Mark A. WHITE, Defendant-A ppellant.
No. 03-2875.

Submitted Dec. 30, 2003.
Decided May 3, 2005.

Background: Defendant wasoonvictedinthe
United States District Court for the Southern
District of Indiana, Larry J. McKinney, Chief
Judge, for partici pating in drug conspiracy and
money laundering. Defendant gppealed. The
Court of Appeds, Williams, Circuit Judge,
286 F.3d 950, affirmed the convictions and
remanded for resentencing. Following
resentencing, defendant appeal ed.

Holdings: The Court of Appeals, Williams,
Circuit Judge, held that:

1(1) district court was entitled to consider
other enhancements at resentencing;

7(2) imposition of two-level sentencing
enhancement for obstruction of justice was
supported by evidence; but
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9(3) imposition of enhancement violated the
Sixth Amendment.

Remanded.

Easterbrook, Circuit Judge, dissented from
decision to not hear appeal on rehearing en
banc and filed opinion.

West Headnotes
[1] Criminal Law 110 €~1192

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXI1V(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1192 k. Mandate and
Proceedings in Lower Court. Most Cited
Cases
Appellate decision finding that application of
murder cross-reference enhancement to
defendant's offense level calculation was
error, and ordering remand for resentencing
consistent with ruling, sufficiently altered
sentence to have effect of vacating sentence,
and thus district court was ertitled to
determine whether an enhancement it was
previously precluded from applying based on
double counting implications could be
supported by the record.
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[2] Criminal Law 110 €~1139

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review

110XXIV(L) Scope of Review in
Genera

110k1139 k. Additional Proofs and
Trial De Novo. Most Cited Cases
Defendant's contention that the district court
acted outside the scope of remand for
resentencing by adding an obstruction of
justice enhancement to his offense level
calculation is a question of law that the
appellate court reviews de novo.

[3] Criminal Law 110 €~1192

110 Criminal Law
110XX1V Review
110XXI1V(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1192 k. Mandate and
Proceedings in Lower Court. Most Cited
Cases
The Court of Appealsis authorized to limit a
remand to specificissuesor to order complee
resentencing. 28 U.S.C.A. § 2106.

[4] Criminal Law 110 €~1192

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1192 k. Mandate and
Proceedings in Lower Court. Most Cited
Cases
Both the law of the case doctrine and the
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mandate rule require the district court to
adhereto the commands of the appel late court
on remand.

[5] Criminal Law 110 €~1192

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110X X1V (U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1192 k. Mandate and
Proceedings in Lower Court. Most Cited
Cases
The scope of a district court's power on
remand is determined by the language of the
order of remand; there is no formula for
determining its scope.

[6] Criminal Law 110 €~1192

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXI1V(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1192 k. Mandate and
Proceedings in Lower Court. Most Cited
Cases

Double Jeopardy 135H €116

135H Double Jeopardy

135HIV Effect of Proceedings After
Attachment of Jeopardy

135Hk114 Modification or Correction
of Sentence; Cure of Illegal Sentence

135HK116 k. Partid Invalidity;

Several Counts or Sentences. Most Cited
Cases
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After remand for resentencing, adistrict court
may increase a sentence on an unchallenged
count without violating the Double Jeopardy
Clause so long as the new sentenceis lawful;
the district court should be invited to
resentencethe defendant on all countsinorder
to achieve a rational, coherent structure in
light of the remaining convictions. U.S.C.A.
Const.Amend. 5.

[7] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=761

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(C) Adjustments
350HIV(C)2 Factors Increasing
Offense Level
350HKk761 k. Obstruction of
Justice. Most Cited Cases
Evidence that defendant lied to authorities
about hiswhereabouts on morning of and after
murder of undercover informant and that
defendant participated in cover-up of murder
supported imposition of two-level sentencing
enhancement for obstruction of justice
following conviction for participating in drug
conspiracy and money laundering. U.S.S.G. §
3C1.1,18U.SCA.

[8] Criminal Law 110 €~1042

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review

110XXIV(E)1 In Generad
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110k1042 k. Sentence or
Judgment. Most Cited Cases
Where defendant failed to raise Sixth
Amendment challenge to sentence before
district court, the Court of Appealsreviewsfor
plain error. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 6.

[9] Criminal Law 110 £~1035(1)

110 Crimina Law
110X X1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review
110X X1V (E)1 In Genera
110k1035 Proceedings at Tria in
Generd
110k1035(1) k. In Generd.
Most Cited Cases

Criminal Law 110 €1181.5(8)

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review
110X XIV(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1181.5 Remand in General;
Vacation
110k1181.5(3) Remand for
Determination or Reconsideration of
Particular Matters
110k1181.5(8) k. Sentence.
Most Cited Cases

Jury 230 €=34(7)

230 Jury
23011 Right to Trial by Jury
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230k30 Denial or Infringement of Right
230k34 Restriction or Invasion of
Functions of Jury
230k34(5) Sentencing Matters
230k34(7) k. Particular Cases
in General. Most Cited Cases
(Formerly 230k34(1))
Imposition of two-level sentencing
enhancement for obstruction of justice based
on facts neither admitted by defendant nor
proven by jury and under mandatory federal
sentencing guideline regime, before Supreme
Court's decision in United States v. Booker
holding that the Guidelines were advisory,
violated the Sixth Amendment, thus
constituting plain error requiring remand in
which sentencing judge was to determine
whether he would have imposed same
sentence had he known that the Guidelines
were advisory, rather than mandatory; there
was no indication that sentencingjudgewould
have imposed the same sentence if he had
known that the guidelines were not
mandatory. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 6;
U.SS.G. § 1B1.1 et seq.; § 3C1.1, 18
U.S.CA.

[10] Criminal Law 110 €~1030(1)

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review
110XXIV(E)1 In General
110k1030 Necessity of
Objectionsin General
110k1030(1) k. In Generd.
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Most Cited Cases

Under the plain error test, before an gopellate
court can correct an error not raised at trial,
there must be error, that is plain, and that
affects substantial rights; if al three
conditions are met, an appellate court may
then exercise its discretion to notice a
forfeited error, but only if the error seriously
affects the fairness, intggrity, or public
reputation of judicial proceedings.

[11] Criminal Law 110 €~1030(1)

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review
110XXIV(E)1 In Genera
110k1030 Necessity of
Objectionsin Genera
110k1030(1) k. In Generd.
Most Cited Cases
Under plain error test, requirement that the
error must affect substantial rightsrequiresthe
error to have been preudicial in that it
affected the outcome of the district court
proceedings.

[12] Criminal Law 110 €~1030(1)

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review
110XXIV(E)1 In Generd
110k1030 Necessity of
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Objectionsin General

110k1030(1) k. In General.
Most Cited Cases
Under plain error test, limiting reviewable
error to those which seriousy affect the
fairness, integrity, or public reputation of
judicial proceedings, requires that the
uncorrected error be intolerable, or resultin a
miscarriage of justice; while an error cannot
be intolerable without being prejudicial, an
error can be prejudicia without being
intolerable, because it might be apparent that
aretrial or a resentencing would lead to the
same result.

[13] Criminal Law 110 €~1042

110 Criminal Law
110XX1V Review
110XXIV(E) Presentation and
Reservation in Lower Court of Grounds of
Review
110X XIV(E)1 In General
110k1042 k. Sentence or
Judgment. Most Cited Cases
Under plain error test, if adefendant has been
preudiced by an illegal sentence, then
allowing that illegal sentence to stand would
constitute a miscarriage of justice.

[14] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€650

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HIV Sentencing Guidelines
350HIV(A) In Genera
350HKk650 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
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A disparity anong co-defendants' sentencesis
not a valid basis to chalenge a guideline
sentence otherwise correctly calcul ated.

[15] Criminal Law 110 €~1177

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review

110XX1V(Q) Harmless and Revesible

Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment

and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases
The Court of Appeals will not disturb an
appealing defendant's sentence even when a
co-conspirator's sentence is lenient.

*829 Melanie C. Conour (Submitted), Office
of United States Attorney, Indianapolis, IN,
for Plaintiff-Appellee.

William H. Dazey, Jr. (Submitted), Indiana
Federal Community Defenders, Inc.,
Indianapolis IN, for Defendant-Appellant.

Before RIPPLE, EVANS, and WILLIAMS,
Circuit Judges.

WILLIAMS, Circuit Judge.

In this successve appeal we consider the
propriety of Mark A. White's sentence on his
convictions for participating in a drug
conspiracy and money laundering.  White
contends that our remand order following his
initial appeal was limited in scope, solely
permitting the district court to recalculate his
sentence without the vacated murder
cross-reference.  Therefore, he reasons, the
district court exceeded its authority when it
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applied an obstruction of justice enhancement
to White's sentencing guideline calculation.

White also asserts that the district court's
findings of fact do not support the obstruction
of justice enhancament, and that the
imposition of the enhancement was in
violation of the Supreme Court's recent
decision in United States v. Booker, 543 U.S.
220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005).
Lastly, he argues that his Due Process rights
were violated based on the lower prison
sentence granted his codefendant. Whilewe
find that our remand order allowed thedistrict
court to consider the obstruction of justice
enhancement, and that the sentence did not
violate due process, we nonetheless remand
White's case to the distrid¢ court for
reconsi deration of hissentenceconsistent with
this opinion and Booker.

. BACKGROUND

We assume familiarity with the general facts
of this case as s& forth in United Sates v.
Thompson, 286 F.3d 950 (7th Cir.2002). As
this appeal is limited to Mark A. White, we
will repeat only those facts pertinent to his
conduct. A jury convicted White of
participating in a conspiracy to distribute
cocaineinviolationof 21U.S.C. 88841(a)(1),
846, and three counts of money laundering in
violation of 18 U.S.C. 8§ 1956(a)(1)(A)(i),
(B)(1), and (h). During White's first
sentencing hearing, the district court
concluded, and we agreed, that MarcusWillis
an undercover law enforcement officer, was
murdered in White's vehicle, awhite Y ukon.
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Thompson, 286 F.3d at 956-57. White aided
in the cover-up of Williss murder by lying to
police officers about his whereabouts on the
morning of and after the murder. Herestated
his lies under oath at his detention hearing,
thereby actively participating inthe cover-up.

Moreover, he attempted to tamper with
evidence of the murder by scheduling the
Yukon to be repaired before police could
examine the vehicle for evidence. 1d. at 961
n. 4. However, after the conspirators *830
arrest but before the scheduled repair could
take place, a police inspection of the Yukon
reveded that the front passenger seat was
removed, carpet from the front passenger side
was cut out, damage to the left side of the
front windshield was present, and Marcus
Willis's blood was in the vehicle.

A. TheOriginal Sentencing and First
Appeal

At hisorigina sentenci ng hearing, the district
court sentenced White to life imprisonment
after concluding that the conspiracy trafficked
in more than five kilograms of cocaine and
that the United States Sentencing Guidelines
(U.S.S.G.) 8§ 2D1.1(d)(1) murder
cross-reference enhancement was applicable.

The Presentence Report (PSR) aso
recommendedincreasing White'sbaseoffense
level by two for obstruction of justice in
accordance with U.S.S.G. § 3Cl1.1. The
district court, however, chose not to apply the
obstruction of justice enhancement because
the murder cross-reference enhancement
involved parallel relevant conduct and
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application of both enhancementswould have
amounted to double counting in violation of
U.S.S.G.81B1.1.

In Thompson, 286 F.3d at 955, we affirmed
White's convictions but remanded his casefor
resentencing. Weheldthat thedistrict court's
factual findings did not sufficiently support
the murder cross-reference enhancement
because the record did not reveal that White
could reasonably foresee that Willis could be
killed with malice af orethought infurtherance
of the conspiracy. Our remand language was
general, instructing the dstrict court to
resentence White*" consistent with our ruling.”
Id. at 961.

B. The ResentencingHearing

Pursuant to our instructions, the district court
resentenced White on June 13, 2003. Priorto
White's resentencing, on November 15, 2002,
Dennis Jones, White's co-conspirator, was
resentenced. Hewasfound gulty of the same
criminal offenses as White and also lied to
police about hiswhereabouts and participated
in the murder's cover-up. At Joness
resentencing hearing, also done pursuant to
thiscourt'sdecisionin Thompson, Chief Judge
McKinney declined to add the obstruction of
justice enhancement, reasoning:

It is true that those statements that | found to
support the foreseeability of the murder aren't
related to the offense of conviction in one
way, but in another way they are. They are
related to the ability of this conspiracy to
successfully pursue its ends. | think it is a
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relatively difficult call to make at this point,
and it is my view that | will not add that
obstruction of justice at this point.

Despite Chief Judge McKinney's leniency
with Jones, his analysis of the remand order
and obstruction of justice enhancement led to
a different result at White's resentencing
hearing:

It seems to me that the remand is a narrow
remand and it is for me to resentence Mr.
White without the murder cross-reference. It
is, | think, true that the findingsthat | made at
the timethat supported what | thought, or that
| thought at the time supported a murder
cross-reference are the same findings that
could possbly then have supported an
obstruction of justice .... | was concerned
about it then as double counting. And so the
issue today is on this remand, would it be
permissible for the Court to take the findings
that the Appellate Court determined did not
support a murder crossreference and use
those same findings to support an obstruction
of justice addition because there in't any
question of double counting anymore. [..] |
think those findings made before do in fact
support an *831 obstruction of justice
conclusion. [...] Again, the issue is whether
under this narrow remand | can take that step.
| don't believethere's anything in that remand
that requires that those facts no longer be
considered. And| will consider them.

Then, in agreement with the PSR's
recommendation and the district court's own
findings of fact, Chief Judge McKinney
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imposed the obstruction of justice
enhancement, sentencing Whiteto 480 for the
drug conspiracy charge and to 240 months on
each of the other three convictions, to be
served concurrently.  Jones, however, as a
result of the court's decision not to apply the
obstruction of justice enhancement, was
sentenced to 350 months in prison.

1. DISCUSSION

Whiteraisesthree issueson appeal. First, he
asserts that the district court lacked
jurisdiction to consider whether the
obstruction of justice enhancement applies
because it was beyond the scope of our
remand. Second, he submits that even if the
district court acted within the scope of
remand, it clearly erred as its factual findings
are not supported by the record, and were
made in contravention of United Sates v.
Booker, 543U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160
L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). Lastly, he claims that
the disparity between his sentence and that of
his co-conspirator Jones violates his Due
Process rights. ~ We address each of his
arguments in turn.

A. Scope of Remand

[1][2] White'scontentionthat thedistrict court
acted outside the scope of the remand by
adding the obstruction of justice enhancement
to hisoffenselevel calculationisaquestion of
law that we review denovo. United Satesv.
Sumner, 325 F.3d 884, 888 (7th Cir.2003);
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United Sates v. Husband, 312 F.3d 247, 251
(7th Cir.2002).

[3][4][5] Title 28 U.S.C. § 2106 grants
appellate courts flexibility in determining the
scope of remand™!  This Court has
previously stated that in the sentencing
context, “the statute authorizes us to ‘limit a
remand to specific issuesor to order complete
resentencing.” " United Statesv. Young, 66
F.3d 830, 835 (7th Cir.1995) (quoting United
Sates v. Polland, 56 F.3d 776, 777 (7th
Cir.1995)). Boththelaw of the case doctrine
and the mandate rule require the district court
to adhere to the commands of this Court. See
Husband, 312 F.3d at 250 n. 3 (* ‘law of the
case’ generdly requires the district court to
confineitsdiscussiontotheissuesremanded”)
(internal citation omitted); Polland, 56 F.3d
at 777-78 (*mandate rule requires a lower
court to adhere to the commands of a higher
court on remand”). The scope of a district
court's power on remand is determined by the
language of the order of remand. United
Sates v. Buckley, 251 F.3d 668, 669 (7th
Cir.2001). There is no formula for
determining its scope. See Husband, 312
F.3d at 251 (* The court may explicitly remand
certain issues exclusive of all others; but the
same result may aso be accomplished
implicitly.”). But see Young, 66 F.3d at 836
(suggesting that explicit language is required
for alimited remand).

FN1. 28 U.S.C. § 2106 states:
The Supreme Court or any other court
of appellate jurisdiction may affirm,
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modify, vacate, set aside or reverse
any judgment, decree, or order of a
court lawfully brought before it for
review, and may remand the cause and
direct the entry of such gppropriate
judgment, decree, or order, or require
such further proceadingsto be had as
may be just under the circumstances.

Our case law has characterized the scope of
theremand issue usingtwo analogies: (1) that
upon remand the district *832 court is
presented with a “clean date’” or (2) the
district court may “unbundle the sentencing
package.” Thereisno meaningful distinction
in this phraseology. In United Sates v.
Smith, 103 F.3d 531, 534 (7th Cir.1996), we
held that the sentencing guidelines provide
lower courts with the authority to restructure
sentences when part of a sentence is vacated.
We opined:

If a multicount sentence is a package-and we
think it isthen severing part of the total
sentence usually will unbundleit. Andwedo
not think it matters what means are used to
bring resentencing proceedings before the
district court. Under the sentencing package
concept, when adefendant rai ses a sentencing
issue he attacks the bottom line.

Id.; seealso United Satesv. Noble, 299 F.3d
907, 910 (7th Cir.2002) (“[I]t is settled that
after the appellate court vacates the sentence
on a particular count, the district court on
remand may adjust the entire sentencing
‘package.’ ”); United Sates v. Binford, 108
F.3d 723, 729 (7th Cir.1997) (holding that
package concept isapplicablein the collateral
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attack context).

[6] Likewise, in Polland, we explained, “the
vacation of asentenceresultsina’clean slate’
and allows the district court to start from
scratch.” 56 F.3d at 777 (citing United Sates
v. Atkinson, 979 F.2d 1219, 1223 (7th
Cir.1992) (instructing trial court towriteon a
“clean date” after vecating the origina
sentence)); see also United Statesv. Barnes,
948 F.2d 325, 330 (7th Cir.1991) (stating that
the effect of avacated sentence isto provide
the trial judge with a“clean date as far as
sentencing [is] concerned”). In Polland, we
further clarified that vacation of a sentence
doesnot mean “we must alwaysorder, and the
district court must awaysengagein, complete
resentencing,” 56 F.3d at 779; rather the
calculusisapractical one. Werecognizethat
in a sentencing determination potential
enhancements are inter-connected and the
district court's original sentencing intent may
be undermined by altering one portion of the
calculus. Furthermore, vacated aspects of a
sentence may change theform of the sentence.
We haveruled that “[a] court may increase a
sentence on an unchallenged count without
violating the Double Jeopardy Clause solong
as the new sentence is lawful.”  Smith, 103
F3d a 535 (citing Pennsylvania v.
Goldhammer, 474 U.S. 28, 106 S.Ct. 353, 88
L.Ed.2d 183 (1985)).  Additionaly, the
district court should be “invited to resentence
the defendant on all countsin order to achieve
a rational, coherent structure in light of the
remaining convictions.” United Sates v.
Martenson, 178 F.3d 457, 465 (7th Cir.1999).
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In Thompson, we found that the district court
erred in applying the murder cross-reference
enhancement to White's offense level
calculation. Further, we directed that “we
remand for resentencing consistent with our
ruling.” Taken asawhole, the remand order
did not implicitly or explicitly suggest that the
district court only eliminate the murder
cross-reference enhancement.

Whiteincorrectly assertsthat the sentencewas
not vacated because we did not explicitly use
the word “vacate” in our remand order, and
therefore did not provide the district court
with a“clean date” or “unbundled package.”
Our decision sufficiently altered the sentence
to have the effedt of vacating his sentence.

Aswe have held, “when there is an alteration
in the components of a sentence, the entire
sentenceis altered. If the alteration contains
within itself potential for permeating the
whole sentence, the entire sentence can be
revisited ....” Martenson, 178 F.3d at 463
(quoting Smith, 103 F.3d at 535 (affirming a
trial court's complete resentencing after
vacating one of defendant's three
convictions)). Here, the *833 elimination of
the murder cross-reference enhancement
similarly permeated the entire sentence
because it eliminated the life sentence
imposed by thedistrict court, leaving White's
sentence at 240 months, thereby suffiaently
disturbingthedistrict court'ssentencingintent.

Most importantly, the guidelines explicitly
preclude the imposition of two enhancements
which are based on thesamerel evant conduct.

See U.S.S.G. § 1B1.1 (*Where two or more
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guideline provisions appear equally
applicable, but the guidelines authorize the
application of only onesuch provision, usethe
provision that results in the greater offense
level.”); see United Sates v. Szakacs, 212
F.3d 344, 353 (7th Cir.2000) (doublecounting
exists when enhancements are premised on
identical facts) (quoting United States v.
Haines, 32 F.3d 290, 293 (7th Cir.1994));
United Satesv. Austin, 54 F.3d 394, 403 (7th
Cir.1995) (same). Therefore, oncethedistrict
court chose to apply the murder
cross-reference, it was no longer empowered
to consider the obstruction of justice
enhancement. The district court based the
imposition of the murder cross-reference
enhancement on the findings that White lied
to police officers and participated in the
cover-up of Willissmurder-the samefindings
of fact used for the obstruction of justice
enhancement.

Our decision remanding stated that thedistrict
court's initial decision to gply the murder
cross-reference was not supported by
sufficient factual findings. Thus, without a
remand order to the contrary, the district court
was free to determine whether an
enhancement that it was previously precluded
from applying based on double counting
implications could now be supported by the
record.™2

EN2. The district court properly
resentenced White based on the
existing record consistent with thethis
court's decision in United Sates v.
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Wyss, 147 F.3d 631, 633 (7th
Cir.1998), which holds that “the
government [is] entitled to only one
opportunityto present evidence” onan
issuefor whichit carriesthe burden of
proof at sentencing.

B. Application of Obstruction of Justice
Enhancement

White raises two challenges to the district
court's application of the obstruction of justice
enhancement to hissentence. First he argues
that the district court's findings of fact do not
support the enhancement because they fail to
meet the requisite burden of persuasion.
Second, he challenges the propriety of the
very method through which those facts were
found.

1. Meeting Burden of Persuasion

[7] The guidelines provide that an obstruction
of justice enhancement should be applied:

If (A) the defendant willfully obstructed or
impeded, or attempted to obstruct or impede,
the administration of justice during thecourse
of the investigation, prosecution, or
sentencing of the instant offense of
conviction, and (B) the obstructive conduct
related to (i) the defendant's offense of
conviction and any relevant condud; or (ii) a
closely related offense, increase the offense
level by 2 levels.

U.S.S.G. §3C1.1.
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Our prior opinion approved thedistrict court's
finding that White lied to authorities about his
whereabouts on the morning of and after the
murder of the undercover informant (Willis).
Thompson, 286 F.3d at 960-61. We aso
noted that the district court properly
concluded that “White participated in the
cover-up because he often used the name
‘Demarco,’” the same name used by the party
who scheduled the appointment to have the
vehicle [in which the murder took place]
repaired at Mobile Jamzz” before it could be
examined by the* 834 policefor evidence. Id.
at 961 n. 4. Based upon this evidence, the
district court upon remand found that White
had impeded | aw enforcement'sinvestigation,
and applied the obstruction of justice
enhancement accordingl y.

White arguesthat this evidenceisinsufficient
to support the obstruction of justice
enhancement. However, if properly found,
evidence establishing tha White participated
in a cover-up of an undercover informant's
murder by both lying under oath during his
detention hearing about his whereabouts the
night of the murder, and assisting in the
attempted destruction of evidence, would
certainly qualify him for the obstruction of
justiceenhancement. Indeed, White's perjury
aone-if properly found-may be sufficient to
warrant the enhancement. See United Sates
v. White, 240 F.3d 656, 661 (7th Cir.2001)
(affirming obstruction of justice enhancement
when witness committed perjury by flatly
denying involvement in insurance fraud
scheme); United Sates v. Hickok, 77 F.3d
992, 1006 (7th Cir.1996) ( “Perjury is a
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well-established example of conduct that
warrants an enhancement for obstruction of
justice.”) (internal citations omitted).

Moreover, alegitimate finding that White had
assisted in the attempted destruction of
evidence would aso be independently
sufficient for the obstruction of justice
enhancement, as the application note
highlights. U.S.S.G. §3C1.1, App. Note 4(d)
(noting that “destroying or concealing or
directing or procuring another person to
destroy or conceal evidence that ismaterial to
an official investigation or judicial
proceeding” is an example of obstructive
conduct). White's perjury coupled with his
participation in the murder's cover-up
would-if properly found-more than
sufficiently demonstrate that the district court
did not clearly err in applying the obstruction
of justice enhancement.

2. Propriety of the Factual
Findings-United States v. Booker

[8][9] However, astherepeated caveats above
suggest, the ultimate propriety of applying the
obstruction of justice enhancement here turns
on the legitimacy of the method in which the
factssupporting the enhancement werefound.

Toward this end, White argues that the
district court's application of the obstruction
of justice enhancement to his sentence
violated his rights as interpreted in United
Satesv. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738,
160 L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). Because he did not
raise this challenge before the district court
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(nor any related challenge invoking the Sixth
Amendment, the since decided Blakely v.
Washington, 542 U.S. 296, 124 S.Ct. 2531,
159 L .Ed.2d 403 (2004), or Apprendi v. New
Jersey, 530 U.S. 466, 120 S.Ct. 2348, 147
L.Ed.2d 435 (2000)), we review for plain
error.  See United Sates v. Paladino, 401
F.3d471,481 (7th Cir.2005); United Satesv.
Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 731, 113 S.Ct. 1770,
123 L.Ed.2d 508 (1993).

[10] “Under [the plain error] test, before an
appellate court can correct an error not raised
at trial, there must be (1) ‘error,” (2) that is
‘plain,” and (3) that * affects substantial rights.’
" United Satesv. Cotton, 535 U.S. 625, 631,
122 S.Ct. 1781, 152 L .Ed.2d 860 (2002)
(quoting Johnson v. United Sates, 520 U.S.
461, 466-67,117 S.Ct. 1544, 137 L .Ed.2d 718
(1997)). “If dl three conditions are met, an
appellate court may then exercise its
discretion to notice aforfeited error, but only
if (4) the error *seriously affects the fairness,
integrity, or public reputation of judicial
proceedings.” ” Id. (quoting Johnson, 520
U.S. at 467, 117 S.Ct. 1544).

We begin by assessing error. One error that
White may argue is that the district court
violated his Sixth Amendment right to a jury
trial by increasing his sentence-*835 via the
obstruction of justice enhancement-based on
facts neither admitted by himself nor proven
to his jury beyond a reasonable doubt. In
United Sates v. Booker, the Supreme Court
made clear tha “the Sixth Amendment as
construed in Blakely does apply to the
Sentencing Guidelines.” 125 S.Ct. at 746.
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Accordingly, under the formerly mandatory
regime, “[alny fact (other than a prior
conviction) which is necessay to support a
sentence exceeding the maximum authorized
by the facts established by a pleaof guilty or
a jury verdict must be admitted by the
defendant or proved to a jury beyond a
reasonable doubt.” 1d. at 756.

Indeed, both of the facts upon which the
district court justified the obstruction of
justice enhancement-namely, that White had
(1) lied under oath during his detention
hearing about his whereabouts on the night of
the murder of the undercover informant; and
(2) assisted in the attempted destruction of
evidence by scheduling an appointment to
have the vehicle in which the murder took
place (the Y ukon) repaired before it could be
examined by the police for evidence-were
found solely by the district court.  Such
sentencing in reliance on supplemental facts
neither admitted by White nor proven to his
jury beyond a reasonable doubt squardy
violates our new understanding of the Sixth
Amendment as divined by Booker, and
thereby constitutes error.

The procedural posture of this case, however,
presentsan interesting wrinklein assessing the
propriety of the facts upon which the
enhancement was based. The matter before
usisasuccessiveappea. Asnoted above, we
have aready visited the findings upon which
the district court based its imposition of the
obstruction enhancement in our prior opinion.
Thompson, 286 F.3d at 960-61 & n. 4. While
the issue of the propriety of the facts found
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was before this court on prior appeal, White
did not raise a Sixth Amendment chall enge
akin to that raised today.

We need not deci de today, however, whether
our prior decision precludes our ability to
assesstoday a Sixth Amendment challenge to
the propriety of these since settled fads.

Increasing sentence under the mandatory
scheme based on solely judge found fads is
not the only error contemplated by Booker.

As the government concedes, the mere
mandatory application of the Guidelines-the
district court's belief that it was required to
impose a Guidelines sentence-constitutes
error. See Booker, 125 S.Ct. at 769 (holding
that parti esin respondent Fanfan's case “may
seek resentencing under the system set forthin
[Booker ]” though* Fanfan's sentenced[id] not
violate the Sixth Amendment”); Paladino,
401 F.3d at 480 (finding Booker error wherea
portion of defendant Velleff's sentence “was
based on mandatory provisions of the
sentencing guidelines’); United Sates v.
Labastida-Segura, 396 F.3d 1140, 1142 (10th
Cir.2005) (“We must apply the remedial
holding of Booker to [defendant's| direct
appea even though his sentence does not
involve a Sixth Amendment violation.”).

What's more, that error is plain. Olano, 507
U.S at 734, 113 S.Ct. 1770 (* ‘Plain’ is
synonymous with ‘clear’ or, equivalently,
‘obvious.’ ”); Johnson v. United Sates, 520
U.S. 461, 468, 117 S.Ct. 1544, 137 L .Ed.2d
718 (1997) (“[W]here the law at the time of
trial was settled and dearly contrary tothelaw
at the time of appeal[,] it is enough that an
error be ‘plain’ at the time of appellate
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consideration.”) (emphasis added).

[11][212][13] Inturningto the third and fourth
prongs of theplain error standard, we notethat
the difference between the two elements “is
not entirely clear.” Paladino, 401 F.3d at 481.
Under Paladino 's application of the plain
error test inthe* 836 Booker context, thethird
element-providing that the error must “affect
substantial rights’-requires the error to have
been “prejudicia,” id., in that it “ affected the
outcome of the district court proceedings,”
Olano, 507 U.S. at 734, 113 S.Ct. 1770. The
fourth element, on the other hand, by limiting
reviewable error to those which “seriously
affect the fairness, integrity, or public
reputation of judicid proceedings,” requires
that the uncorrected error be “intolerable,” or
resultin a“miscarriage of justice,” Paladino
401 F.3d at 481 (citing cases). Whilean error
cannot be intolerable without being
prejudicial, “[aln error can be prejudicial
without being intolerabl e, becauseit might be
apparent that aretrial or aresentencing would
lead to the same result.” 1d. “Here we can
and have predetermined that if the defendant
has been prejudiced by an illegal sentence,
then alowing that illegal sentence to stand
would constitute a miscarriage of justice.”
United States v. Macedo, 406 F.3d 778, 790,
2005 WL 851501, *8 (7th Cir.2005); seealso
Paladino, 401 F.3d at 483 (“It isamiscarriage
of justiceto give a person an illegal sentence
that increases his punishment, just asit isto
convict an innocent person.”); United Sates
v. Pawlinski, 374 F.3d 536, 540-41 (7th
Cir.2004) (“[T]he entry of anillega sentence
is a serious error routinely corrected on
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plain-error review.”). What remains
uncertainat thisstage of our review, however,
iswhether thedistrict court, operating under it
newfound post-Booker discretion, would have
sentenced the defendant any differently.

Thisis not a “case] ] in which one can be
certain that the judge would not have given a
different sentence even if he had realized that
the guidelines were merely alvisory.”
Paladino, 401 F.3d at 480. There are no
“indicators’ here that might dissipate the
“fog” that surrounds our understanding of
“what the district judge would havedonewith
additional discretion.” Cf. United Sates v.
Lee, 399 F.3d 864, 866 (7th Cir.2005) (listing
severa indicators that would suggest that the
district court, notwithstanding its broader,
post-Booker discretion, would not sentence
differently). Here, with afinal offense level
of 42 and a criminal history category I,
White's sentencing range was 360 months to
life. Thedistrict court sentenced him to 460
months. That the sentencing judge imposed
asentence higher than theguideline minimum
tells us nothing, for “[a] conscientious
judge-one who took the guidelines seriously
whatever his private views-would pick a
sentence relative to the guideline range.”
Paladino, 401 F.3d at 482 (emphasis added).
V ested withbroader discretion, district courts
may today find once mandated ranges wholly
inapt, inexorably corrupting any sentence
imposed relative to them.

Accordingly, so that we might complete our
plain error analysis, we, “while retaining
jurisdiction of the appeal, order a limited

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



406 F.3d 827
406 F.3d 827
(Cite as: 406 F.3d 827)

remand to permit the sentencing judge to
determine whether he would (if required to
resentence) reimpose his orignal sentence.”
Id. at 484. Before reaching this decision on
remand,

(whether the judge's conclusion is that he
would, or would not, adhere to the original
sentence), ‘the District Court should obtain
the views of counsel, at least in writing, but
‘need not' require the presence of the
Defendant, see Fed.R.Crim.P. 43(b)(3).
Upon reaching its decision (with or without a
hearing) whether to resentence, the District
Court should either place on the record a
decision not to resentence, with an appropriate
explanation,’ United States v. Crosby, supra,
at *13, or inform this court of its desire to
resentence the defendant. (By ‘should’ inthe
guoted passage, we understand ‘ must.’).

Paladino, 401 F.3d at 484. If the district
court determines that it would nonetheless
*837 reimpose the origina sentence if
required to resentence, we will affirm the
original sentence, provided that thesentenceis
reasonable. 1d. If thedistrict court determines
that it would, with its greater discretion,
sentence White differently, we will vacate
White's original sentence and remand his case
for resentencing. Id.

C. DueProcessClaim

[14][15] Finaly, White argues that his Due
Process rights were violated by the district
court's decision to apply the obstruction of
justice enhancement to his sentence and not
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that of his co-defendant, Jones, when the
district court found that they both engaged in
substantially identical conduct. Jones was
sentenced to 350 monthsin prison and White
was sentenced to 480 months.  This court has
explicitly rejected similar aguments We
have repeatedly stated, “a disparity among
co-defendants sentencesisnot avalid basisto
challenge a guideline sentence otherwise
correctly calculated.” United Sates v.
Simpson, 337 F.3d 905, 909 (7th Cir.2003)
(quoting United Sates v. Smmons, 218 F.3d
692, 696 (7th Cir.2000)). White's sentence
was correctly calculated and falls within the
guidelines range of 360 monthsto life. The
propriety of Jones's sentenceis not relevant to
White's appeal. We will not disturb the
appealing defendant's sentence even when a
co-conspirator's sentence is lenient.  See
United States v. McMutuary, 217 F.3d 477,
489-90 (7th Cir.2000). Theonly timewewill
disturb a sentence based on an unjustifiable
disparity between co-defendants is if it
“actually creates a disparity between the
length of the appellant defendant's sentence
and all other similar sentences imposed
nationwide.” Smpson, 337 F.3d at 909
(quoting McMutuary, 217 F.3d at 490).
White neither asserts nor presents evidence
that his sentence creates such a national
disparity.  Therefore, he has not met his
burden.

[11. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, we direct a
limited Remand of W hite's casein accordance
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with the procedure st forth in this opinion,
thus retaining appellate jurisdiction.

Thisopinion wascirculated to the entire court
before issuance. All but one member of the
court in regular active service voted not to
hear the case en banc. Judge Easterbrook
voted to hear it en banc.

EASTERBROOK, Circuit Judge, dissenting
from the decision not to hear these appeals en
banc.

These cases pose one of the transition
problems in implementing United States v.
Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738, 160
L.Ed.2d 621 (2005). What happens when
there has not been a violation of the sixth
amendment-because, for example, the only
consideration that raised the sentence is a
prior conviction, see Almendarez-Torres V.
United States, 523 U.S. 224, 118 S.Ct. 1219,
140 L .Ed.2d 350 (1998), or the defendant has
waived his right to submit any dispute to the
jury, see Shepard v. United Sates, 544 U.S.
13, 125 S.Ct. 1254, 1263 n. 5, 161 L.Ed.2d
205 (2005); Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S.
296, 124 S.Ct. 2531, 2541, 159 L .Ed.2d 403
(2004)-but the district judge treated the
Guidelinesas conclugve? Booker knocksout
18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(b)(1), which makes the
system mandatory, for all prosecutions, not
just those in which there is a constitutional
problem. See 125 S.Ct. at 768-69. This
holding appliesto all cases on direct appeal.
The opinions in Castillo and White put these
propositions together and hold that cases in
which there is no sixth amendment problem
(and no misapplication of the Guidelines
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either) should be treated just like those in
which the Constitution has been violated.

*838 Yet one element of plain-error analysis
is whether the shortcoming seriously impairs
the fairness, integrity, or public reputation of
judicial proceedings. United Satesv. Olano,
507 U.S. 725, 734-37, 113 S.Ct. 1770, 123
L.Ed.2d 508 (1993); Johnson v. United
Sates, 520 U.S. 461, 468-69, 117 S.Ct. 1544,
137 L.Ed.2d 718 (1997); Jones v. United
Sates, 527 U.S. 373, 394-95, 119 S.Ct. 2090,
144 L.Ed.2d 370 (1999); United States v.
Vonn, 535 U.S. 55, 62-63, 122 S.Ct. 1043,
152 L.Ed.2d 90 (2002); United Sates v.
Cotton, 535U.S. 625, 631-33, 122 S.Ct. 1781,
152 L.Ed.2d 860 (2002); United Sates v.
Dominguez Benitez, 542 U.S. 74, 124 S.Ct.
2333, 2339-40, 159 L.Ed.2d 157 (2004).
This condition is not satisfied when the
district judge complied with all requirements
of the Constitution, statutes, and rules. See
United Sates v. Gonzalez-Huerta, 403 F.3d
727, 736-39 (10th Cir.2005) (en banc).

United Sates v. Paladino, 401 F.3d 471 (7th
Cir.2005), says that a sentence lengthened
becauseof aconstitutional violation meetsthe
plain-error standard; more time in prison,
caused by a constitutional wrong, is unjust.

One cannot say the samewhen there has been
no violation of the Constitution (or, indeed, of
any other legal norm).  The Sentencing
Guidelines are not themselves an engine of
wrong. They emphasize candor and
consistency in sentencing and have been
applied about a million times since 1987.
Schrirov. Summerlin, 542 U.S. 348, 124 S.Ct.
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2519, 159 L.Ed.2d 442 (2004), holds that
sentencesimposed in violation of another rule
derived from Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530
U.S. 466, 120 S.Ct. 2348, 147 L .Ed.2d 435
(2000), are not so likely to be unjust that the
new rule must apply retroactively oncollateral
review, and we held in McReynoldsv. United
Sates, 397 F.3d 479 (7th Cir.2005), that
Booker likewisedoes not govern on collateral
review. If this is so when the sixth
amendment hasbeen violated, what can bethe
source of injustice when it has been obeyed?

Although the plain-error standard differsfrom
the standard for retroactive application,
whether an error gravely undermines the
reliability of the outcome is common to the
two inquiries. Given Schriro and opinions
such as Edwards v. United Sates, 523 U.S.
511,118 S.Ct. 1475, 140 L .Ed.2d 703 (1998),
and United Satesv. Watts, 519 U.S. 148, 117
S.Ct. 633, 136 L.Ed.2d 554 (1997), it would
be unsound to assert that applying the
Guidelinesis so problematic that relief is apt
under the plain-error standard. When every
statute has been enforced accurately and
constitutionally, the fairness, integrity, and
public reputation of judicial proceedings are
unimpaired.

The disposition of United Sates v. Fanfan,
whichwas consolidated with Booker, doesnot
bear on thisissue. The remedial mgority's
penultimate paragraph says, in part:

In respondent Fanfan's case, the District Court
held Blakely applicable to the Guidelines. It
then imposed a sentence that was authorized
by the jury's verdict-a sentence lower than the
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sentence authorized by the Guidelines as
written. Thus, Fanfan's sentence does not
violate the Sixth Amendment. Nonetheless,
the Government (and the defendant should he
so choose) may seek resentencing under the
system set forth in today's opinions.

125 S.Ct. at 769. This does not mean that
applying the Guidelines is wrongful even
when the judge does not resolve any factual
dispute. Quite the contrary. The reason that
Fanfan's sentence did not violate the sixth
amendment was precisely that it did violate
the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984 and the
Sentencing Guidelines. The jury found that
Fanfan had distributed 500 or more grams of
cocaine. How much more? *839 Thejudge
concluded (on a preponderance of the
evidence) that Fanfan was culpable for 2.5
kilograms of powder cocaine plus 262 grams
of crack. The top of the Guideline range for
500 grams was 78 months; the range for
Fanfan's relevant conduct (including his role
asaleader of acriminal organization) was 188
to 235 months. To avoid any constitutional
problem, the judge sentenced Fanfan to 78
months imprisonment. The United States
appealedto thefirst circuit and filed a petition
for certiorari before judgment, which the
Court granted. So the case was before the
Court on the prosecutor's complaint, not
Fanfan's, the remand occurred because the
sentence was too low, not because it might
have beentoo high; plain-error review played
no role in the decision.

Applying Paladino to no-constitutional -error
situations is inconsistent with the reason the
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remedial opinion in Booker made the
Guidelines advisory across the board. The
aternative was asymmetric.  defendants
would have been freeto argue for lesstimein
every case, but when the top of the Guideline
range was favorable defendants could have
waived their sixth amendment rights and
preserved that benefit. The Court stated that
Congresswould have been unlikely to adopt a
one-sided approach. 125 S.Ct. at 768. Yet
the approach taken in Castillo and White
implements only the defendant-favoring
portion of the Court'sremedy. No defendant
is placed at risk of a higher sentence by a
limited Paladino remand. (It would be
anachronisticto reply that the prosecutor, too,
could have appealed. Recall that this is
plain-error review, whichisto say that neither
side noticed this issue until after the time for
filing a notice of appeal had expired. Until
Booker a prosecutor would have had no
reason-and no statutory authority-to appea
from a sentence that fell within a properly
calculated Guidelinerange. See18U.S.C. §
3742(b).) That both sides have enjoyed the
even-handed application of a symmetric
Guidelinessystemisstill another reason tosay
that no injustice has occurred.

C.A.7 (Ind.),2005.
U.S. v. White
406 F.3d 827

Briefsand Other Related Documents(Back to
top)
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United States Court of Appeals,Eleventh
Circuit.
UNITED STATES of America,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
V.
Aaron Eric WILLIAMS,
Defendant-Appellee.
No. 05-13205.

July 21, 2006.

Background: Defendant was convicted of
possessing crack cocaine with intent to
distribute by the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Florida, No.
04-00111-CR-ORL-31-JGG,Gregory A.
Presnell, J.,, 372 F.Supp.2d 1335, and
government appeal ed from sentenceimposed.

Holdings: The Court of Appeas, Black,
Circuit Judge, held that:

22(1) district court's disagreement with policy
choice of Congress to employ a 100-to-1,
crack-to-powder drug quantity ratio to punish
crack cocaine offenders much more severely
than those convicted of narcotics offenses
involving powder cocainewasnot permissible
sentencing factor;

26(2) district court's disagreement with what

Page 1

it perceived as" arbitrary compounding” effect
of the career offender Guidelinesprovision, on
theory that repeat drug offender's prior
criminal history was adequately taken into
consideration by hiscrimind history category,
was likewise an impermissible factor;

27(3) government's decision to engage in
controlled purchase of crack cocaine from
defendant who was reported to be dealing in
crack cocaine, rather than arranging to
purchase some other drug that was punished
less severely, was not permissiblefactor; and

28(4) defendant failed to show that error was
harmless.

V acated and remanded.
[1] Criminal Law 110 £1134(3)

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV (L) Scope of Review in
Genera
110k1134 Scope and Extent in
Genera

110k1134(3) k. Questions
Considered in General. Most Cited Cases

Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
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110X XI1V(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
On challenge to sentence imposed under the
post-Booker, advisory Sentencing Guidelines
regime, Court of Appeals first considers
challengesto district court's calcul ation of the
advisory Guidelines range and then reviews
sentencefor reasonableness. U.S.S.G.§1B1.1
et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

[2] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€651

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In Genera
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
Even under the post-Booker, advisory
Sentencing Guidelines regime, district court
must ca culate Guide ines range accur aely.
U.SSG.81B1.1 et seq., 18U.S.C.A.

[3] Criminal Law 110 €~1139

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXI1V(L) Scope of Review in
Generd
110k1139 k. Additiona Proofs and
Trial De Novo. Most Cited Cases

Criminal Law 110 €1158(1)

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(O) Questions of Fact and

Page 2

Findings
110k1158 In General

110k1158(1) k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
Court of Appeds reviews district court's
interpretation of the Sentencing Guidelinesde
novo and accepts its factual findngs unless
clearlyerroneous. U.S.S.G. 8§1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

[4] Criminal Law 110 €~1177

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXI1V(Q) Harmless and Revesible
Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment
and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €651

350H Sentencing and Punishment

350HIV Sentencing Guidelines

350HIV(A) In General
350Hk651 k. Operation and Effect of

Guidelinesin General. Most Cited Cases
Error indistri ct court's cal culation of advisory
Guidelines range warrants vacating
defendant's sentence, unless error was
harmless. U.SS.G. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.

Error indistri ct court's cal cul ation of advisory
Guidelines range warrants vacating
defendant's  sentence, unless error was
harmless. U.S.S.G. § 1B1.1 et seq., 18
U.S.CA.
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[5] Criminal Law 110 €~1177

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review

110X X1V (Q) Harmlessand Reversible

Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment

and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases
Guidelines miscalculation is harmless, and
will not warrant vacation of defendant's
sentence, if district court would haveimposed
same sentence without the error. U.S.S.G. 8
1B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.CA.

[6] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€40

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI1(C) Factors or Purposes in

General

350HKk40 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
If, on challengeto sentenceimposed under the
post-Booker, advisory Sentencing Guidelines
regime, Court of Appeals concludes that
Guidelines calculation is correct, or that any
miscalculation is harmless, Court of Appeds
then considers whether the sentence is
reasonable based on whether it achieves
purposes of sentencing as set forth in
sentencing statute. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a);
U.SS.G.81B1.1 et seq., 18 U.S.C.A.

[7] Criminal Law 110 €1141(2)

110 Crimina Law

Page 3

110XX1V Review
110X X1V (M) Presumptions
110k1141 In Genera
110k1141(2) k. Burden of
Showing Error. Most Cited Cases
Party challenging a sentence on appeal bears
burden of establishing that sentence is
unreasonable in light of statutory factors. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[8] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€59

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in
Genera
350HKk59 k. Effect of Applying
Invalid Factor. Most Cited Cases
Sentence can be unreasonable, regardless of
length, if district court's selection of sentence
was substantially affected by itsconsideration
of impermissible fectors.

[9] Criminal Law 110 €1134(2)

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(L) Scope of Review in
General
110k1134 Scope and Extent in
General
110k1134(2) k. Matters or
Evidence Considered. Most Cited Cases
Court of Appeas inquiry into the
reasonabl eness of sentenceimposed under the
post-Booker, advisory Sentencing Guidelines
regimeis not confined to reviewing whether
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there are facts and circumstances found in
record that would justify length of sentence
imposed; reasonswhich district court givesfor
selecting sentence are aso important to
assessing reasonableness.

[10] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€~59

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

350HI1(C) Factors or Purpaoses in

General
350HK59 k. Effect of Applying

Invalid Factor. Most Cited Cases
Sentence based on improper factor fails to
achieve purposes of sentencing statute and
may be unreasonable, regardless of length. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[11] Criminal Law 110 €7339.11(3)

110 Crimina Law
110XV 1l Evidence
110XV II(D) Facts in Issue and
Relevance
110k339.5 Identity of Accused
110k339.11 Determination of
Admissibility
110k339.11(3) k.
Presumptions and Burden of Proof. Most
Cited Cases
Party challenging sentence bearsinitial burden
of establishing that district court considered
impermissible factor at sentencing.

[12] Criminal Law 110 €~1139

Page 4

110 Crimina Law
110XX1V Review

110XXIV(L) Scope of Review in
General

110k1139 k. Additional Proofs and
Trial De Novo. Most Cited Cases
Whether factor considered by district court in
imposing sentence is impemissible is
question of law, that Court of Appeals will
review de novo.

[13] Criminal Law 110 €~1177

110 Crimina Law
110X X1V Review
110X XIV(Q) Harmlessand Reversible
Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment
and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases

Criminal Law 110 €1181.5(8)

110 Criminal Law
110X X1V Review
110X X1V (U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1181.5 Remand in Generdl;
Vacation
110k1181.5(3) Remand for
Determination or Reconsideration of
Particular Matters
110k1181.5(8) k. Sentence.
Most Cited Cases
If district court considered impermissble
factor when imposing sentence and its error
was preserved for appeal, Court of Appeals
will vacate sentence and remand based on this
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error, unless eror was harmless
[14] Criminal Law 110 €~1163(1)

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXI1V(Q) Harmless and Reveasible
Error
110k1163 Presumption as to Effect
of Error
110k1163(1) k. In General. M ost
Cited Cases
Party defending sentence has burden of
establishing tha any error was harmless.

[15] Criminal Law 110 €~1177

110 Criminal Law
110XX1V Review

110XX1V(Q) Harmless and Revasible

Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment

and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases
District court'sconsideration of impermissible
factor at sentencing is harmless if record as
whole shows that this error did not
substantially affect district court's selection of
sentence imposed.

[16] Criminal Law 110 €~1141(2)

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110X X1V (M) Presumptions
110k1141 In General
110k1141(2) k. Burden of
Showing Error. Most Cited Cases

Page 5

Criminal Law 110 €~1163(1)

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XIV(Q) Harmless and Reveasible
Error
110k1163 Presumption as to Effect
of Error
110k1163(1) k. In General. Most
Cited Cases

Criminal Law 110 €=1177

110 Crimina Law
110X X1V Review
110X XIV(Q) Harmlessand Reversible
Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment
and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases

Criminal Law 110 €1181.5(8)

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1181.5 Remand in General;
Vacation
110k1181.5(3) Remand for
Determination or Reconsideration of
Particular Matters
110k1181.5(8) k. Sentence.
Most Cited Cases
To succeed on claim that impermissiblefactor
affected district court's sentence, party
challenging that sentence bearsinitia burden
of establishing that district court considered an
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impermissible factor in fashioning sentence,
whereupon, if error was preserved, burden
shifts to party defending sentence to show,
based on record as whole, that error was
harmless, i.e., that error did not substantially
affect district court's choice of sentence;
absent this showing, Court of Appeals will
vacate sentence as unreasonable and remand
for district court to resentence defendant based
upon individualized facts and circumstances
of defendant's case that bear on statutory
sentencing considerations. 18 U.S.C.A. §

3553(a).

[17] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110X X1V (N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited

Cases
Upon showing that district court's error in
considering an impermissible factor at
sentencing did not substantially affect district
court's choice of sentence, Court of Appeals
will review sentence for reasonableness in
light of statutory factors and the reasonsgiven
by district court. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a).

[18] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Crimina Law
110X X1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €40

Page 6

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in

Genera

350HKk40 k. In Generd. Most Cited
Cases
Court of Appeals reviews length of sentence
for reasonableness in light of facts and
circumstances of defendant's case reflecting
the statutory sentencing considerations. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

Court of Appeals reviews length of sentence
for reasonableness in light of facts and
circumstances of defendant's case reflecting
the statutory sentencing considerations. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[19] Criminal Law 110 €~1147

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XIV(N) Discretion of Lower Court
110k1147 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
Review of length of sentence for
reasonableness is deferential, and appellate
court must bear in mind that thereisarange of
reasonabl esentencesfromwhichdistrict court
may choose; weight to be accorded any given
statutory factor is matter committed to sound
discretion of district court, and Court of
Appeals will not substitute its judgment in
weighing the relevant factors. 18 U.S.C.A. §

3553(a).

[20] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=35
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350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(B) Extent of Punishment in
Generdl
350Hk33 Effect of Statute or
Regulatory Provision
350Hk35 k. Discretion of Court.
Most Cited Cases
District court's choice of sentence is not
unfettered.

[21] Criminal Law 110 €~1181.5(8)

110 Criminal Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXI1V(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1181.5 Remand in Generd,;
Vacation
110k1181.5(3) Remand for
Determination or Reconsideration of
Particular Matters
110k1181.5(8) k. Sentence.
Most Cited Cases
In reviewing length of sentence for
reasonableness, Court of Appealswill remand
for resentencing if it is left with definite and
firm conviction that district court committed
clear error of judgment in weighing statutory
factorsby arriving at sentencethat liesoutside
range of reasonabl e ssntencesdictated by facts
of case. 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[22] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=55

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

Page 7

350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in

Genera
350Hk55 k. Comparison with
Dispositionsin Other Cases. M ost Cited Cases
District court's disagreement with policy
choice of Congress to employ a 100-to-1,
crack-to-powder drug quantity ratio to punish
crack cocaine offende's much more severely
than those convicted of narcotics offenses
involving powder cocainewasnot pemissible
sentencing factor, and shoud not have been
considered by district court in fashioning
sentence for defendant convicted of
possessing with intent to distribute five or
more grams of crack cocaine; powder and
crack cocaine offenders had been determined
by Congress not to be similarly situated, for
purpose of provision in sentencing statute
permitting court, in imposing sentence, to
consider “need to avoidunwarranted sentence
disparities among defendants with similar
recordswho have been found guilty of similar
conduct.” 18 U.S.C.A. & 3553(a)(6);
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and
Control Act of 1970, § 401(a)(1),
(b)(1)(B)(iii), 21 U.SC.A. 8§ 841(a)(1),

(b)(L)(B)(iit).

[23] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=37

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI1(B) Extent of Punishment in
Generd
350HK37 k. Necessity That
Punishment Be Individualized. Most Cited
Cases
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Sentencing and Punishment 350H €40

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in

General

350Hk40 k. In General. Most Cited
Cases
Sentences must be based upon individualized
aspects of defendant's case that fit within
statutory sentencing factors, and not on
generalized disagreement with Congressional
sentencing policy. 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 3553(a).

[24] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=55

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

350HI(C) Factors or Purpases in

General
350Hk55 k. Comparison with

Dispositionsin Other Cases. M ost Cited Cases
While some disparity between similarly
Situated defendants is inevitable result of
advisory nature of the Sentencing Guidelines
following the Supreme Courts Booker
decision, thisinevitabledisparity should only
be product of district court's discretion in
weighing individualized statutory factors in
given case, and not consequence of district
court's general, across-the-board policy
considerations. 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553(a).

[25] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=34

350H Sentencing and Punishment

Page 8

350HI Punishment in General
350HI(B) Extent of Punishment in

Genera

350Hk33 Effect of Statute or
Regulatory Provision

350Hk34 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
Allowing sentencing courts to subvert
Congress' clearly expressed will does not
promote respect for the law, provide just
punishment for offenseof conviction, or result
in sentence reflective of offense's seriousness
as deemed by Congress. 18 U.SCA. §

3553(a).

[26] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€=04

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI(E) Factors Related to Offender
350HKk93 Other Offenses Charges,
Misconduct
350Hk94 k. In General. Most
Cited Cases
District court's disagreement with wha it
perceived as “arbitrary compounding” effect
of the career offender Guidelinesprovision, on
theory that repeat drug offender's prior
crimina history was adequately taken into
consideration by his crimind history category,
was impermissible sentencing factor, and
should not have been considered by district
court in fashioning sentence for defendant
convicted of possessing with intent to
distributefive or more gramsof crack cocaine.
18 U.S.C.A. §3553(a); U.S.S.G. 8§4B1.1, 18
U.S.CA.

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works.



456 F.3d 1353
456 F.3d 1353, 19 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. C 829
(Cite as: 456 F.3d 1353)

[27] Sentencing and Punishment 350H
€89

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General
350HI (D) Factors Related to Offense

350HKk89 k. Other Offense-Related
Considerations. Most Cited Cases
Even assuming that there are circumgances
under which district court may consider
sentencing factor manipulation by government
as permissible factor at sentencing,
government's decision toengagein controlled
purchaseof crack cocainefrom defendant who
was reported to be dealing in crack cocaine,
rather than arranging to purchase some other
drug that was punished | ess severdl y, was not
permissible factor, on which district court
couldrely tomitigat e defendant's sentence. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

[28] Criminal Law 110 €~1177

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110XXIV(Q) Harmless and Revesible
Error
110k1177 k. Sentence and Judgment
and Proceedings After Judgment. Most Cited
Cases

Criminal Law 110 €=1181.5(8)

110 Crimina Law
110XX 1V Review
110X XIV(U) Determination and
Disposition of Cause
110k1181.5 Remand in General;

Page 9

Vacation

110k1181.5(3) Remand for
Determination or Reconsideration of
Particular Matters

110k1181.5(8) k. Sentence.
Most Cited Cases

Sentencing and Punishment 350H €59

350H Sentencing and Punishment
350HI Punishment in General

350HI(C) Factors or Purposes in

Genera
350HK59 k. Effect of Applying

Invalid Factor. Most Cited Cases
Defendant failed to satisfy burden of showing
that district court's error, in considering
impermissible sentencing factors such as its
generalized disagreement with policy choice
of Congress to employ 100-to-1,
crack-to-powder drug quantity raio in
punishing crack cocaine offenders, was mere
harmless error, where district court devoted
overwhelming majority of its explanation of
sentence to these improper factors;
accordingly, sentence had to be vacated, and
case had to be remanded so that district court
could resentence defendant based solely on
individualized facts and circumstances of his
case that bore on statutory factors. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

Defendant failed to satisfy burden of showing
that district court's error, in considering
impermissible sentencing factors such as its
generalized disagreement with policy choice
of Congress to employ 100-to-1,
crack-to-powder drug quantity ratio in
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punishing crack cocaine offenders, was mere
harmless error, where district court devoted
overwhelming majority of its explanation of
sentence to these improper factors,
accordingly, sentence had to be vacated, and
case had to be remanded so that district court
could resentence defendant based solely on
individualized facts and circumstances of his
case that bore on statutory factors. 18
U.S.C.A. § 3553(a).

Peggy Morris Ronca, Jacksonville, FL, for
U.S.

George Allen Couture and Rosemary T.
Cakmis, Fed. Pub. Defenders, Clarence W.
Counts, Jr., Asst. Fed. Pub. Def., Orlando, FL,
for Wiliams.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Florida

Before BLACK, PRYOR and COX, Circuit
Judges.

BLACK, Circuit Judge:

The Government appeals Aaron Eric
Williams' 204-month sentence imposed for
possessing crack cocaine with intent to
distribute, in violation of 21 U.S.C. §
841(a)(1). Weconcludethedistrict court erred
in mitigating Williams' sentence based on (1)
its generalized disagreement with Congress's
policy of punishing crack cocaine offenders
more severely than powder cocaine offenders
through the 100-to-1 crack-to-powder drug
quantity ratio, (2) itsgeneralized di sagreement
with the Guidelines career offender
enhancement, U.S.S.G. § 4B1.1, and (3) its
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belief that the Government manipulated
Williams' sentence by arranging to purchase
crack cocaine instead of powder cocaine We
further conclude that these errors are not
harmless because Williams has failed to meet
his burden of showing that, considering the
record as a whole, the errors did not have a
substantial effect on the court's choice of
sentence. We, therefore, vacatethe sentenceas
unreasonableand remand for thedistrict court
to sentence Williams based on the
individualized facts and circumstances of
Williams' case bearing upon the sentencing
considerations enumerated in 18 U.S.C. §

3553(a).

I. BACKGROUND

In April 2003, a confidential informant told
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA)
agentsand Osceola County Sheriff's Deputies
that Williams was selling crack cocaine from
hishomeinKissimmee, Florida. Based onthis
tip, DEA agents initiated a sting operation to
purchase crack cocaine from Williams with
the help of theconfidential informant. Inthree
separate transactions in April, May, and July
of 2003, an undercover DEA agent purchased
atotal of 34.8 grams of crack cocaine from
Williams® A grand jury subsequently
indicted Williamsfor one count of possessing
crack cocaine with intent to distribute, in
violation of §841(a)(1) and (b)(1)(C), andtwo
counts of possessing five or more grams of
crack cocaine with intent to distribute in
violation of § 841(a)(1) and (b)(1)(B)(iii). On
the day of trial, but before the jury was
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empaneled, the Appellant filed a notice
pursuant to § 851(a) of its intent to rely on
Williams' prior felony drug convictions to
seek enhanced punishment. On February 1,
2005, the jury found Williams guilty of al
three counts in the indictment, making
gpecific findings of the drug quantities
involved in each transaction.

At the sentencing hearing, the district court
adopted, without objection, the facts and
Guidelines calculation s& out in Williams
presentence investigation report (PSI).
According to the PSI, Williams has an
extensive criminal history, which began in
1991, when he was sixteen years old. His
scored criminal history includes five
convictions for possession of crack cocaine
(two of which were committed with theintent
to sel), four convictions for offenses
involving possession of marijuana, one
conviction for possession with intent to sell
MDMA (acontrolled substanceal soknownas
Ecstasy), and two convictions for battery of
two women, one of whom was pregnant at the
time. As aresult, Williams had a total of 22
criminal history points, well above the 13
points needed to place him in the highest
crimina hi story category, category VI.

The PSI calculated Williams base offense
level a 28, pursuant to U.SS.G. §
2D1.1(c)(6).™2Williams multipleprior felony
convictionsfor drug offensesqualified himas
a career offender under § 4B1.1(a). Because
the statutory maximum for his offenses was
life imprisonment, see 21 U.S.C. §
841(b)(1)(B), § 4B1.1 enhanced Williams
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offense level to 37, see U.SSG. §
4B1.1(b)(A). Williams advisory Guidelines
range was, therefore, 360 months to life
imprisonment.

The district court sentenced Williams to 204
months' incarceration on all counts, to run
concurrently. The district court explained its
choice of sentence at the sentencing hearing
and in its subsequent “Memorandum
Sentencing Opinion,” which is published at
United Statesv. Williams 372 F.Supp.2d 1335
(M.D.Fla.2005). In explaining the sentence,
the district court purported to track the
sentencing factors outlined in 18 U.S.C. §

3553(a).

At the sentencing hearing, the district court
expressed “concern about the discrepancy
between powder and crack cocaine”-referring
to Congresss policy of punishing crack
cocaine offenders more severely than powder
cocaine offenders-and viewed the cocaine
sentencing disparity asbearing on “the nature
and circumstances of the offense.” Seeid. 8§
3553(a)(1). The district court suggested the
harsher penalties for crack offenses “smacks
of discrimination against blacks,
African-Americans.” It said crack cocaineand
powder cocaine are “the same drug” with the
same effects and that the different form of the
drug “has never justified the substantial
disparity in sentences.” The court also
condemned the DEA's conduct in
investigating Williams, characterizing the
sting operation as “basically set up by the
Government to snare Mr. Williams.” The
district court stated, without elaboration, that
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this was also relevant to “the nature and
circumstances of the offense.”

Inconsidering “theseriousnessof theoffense”
and the need for the sentence*”to provide just
punishment,” see id. 8§ 3553(a)(2)(A), the
district court disagreed with what it called the
“compounding effects” of the Gudelines,
which it said causes “incongruity and unjust
results.” Thedistrict court wasreferringto the
interplay between the Guidelines career
offender enhancement, U.S.S.G. §4B1.1, and
the enhanced statutory maximum provided in
21 U.S.C. §841(b)(1)(B) for offenderswith at
least one prior felony drug conviction. The
enhanced offense levels set out in 8§ 4B1.1(b)
for career offenders vary depending on the
statutory maximum for the offense of
conviction. See U.S.S.G. §4B1.1(b). Because
Williams had a prior conviction for a felony
drug offense, his statutory maximum sentence
under § 841(b)(1)(B) increased from 40 years
imprisonment to life imprisonment. See 21
U.S.C. § 841(b)(1)(B). The § 841(b)(1)(B)
“enhancement” had the corresponding effect
under 8 4B1.1(b) of increasing Williams
offenselevel from 28 to 37. Thedistrict court
saw the interaction between 8 841(b)(1)(B)
and 84B1.1(b) asa“totally inappropriate way
to consider theindividual nature of an offense
or a defendant's individual background” and
stated it was “not going to do it.”

Withrespect tothe* history and characteristics
of the defendant,” see id. 8 3553(a)(1), the
district court noted Williams “long history of
criminal conduct” and stated Williams was,
therefore, “going to be spending a bunch of
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time in prison.” Turning to the need for the
sentence “to afford adequate deterrence,” see
id. 8 3553(a)(2)(B), the district court opined
that sending a “petty drug deder” like
Williams to prison for 30 years was not the
way to deter theillegal drug trade.

In its subsequent “Meamorandum Sentencing
Opinion,” the district court again addressed
the cocaine sentencing disparity. The district
court stated it was*“ mindful of the substantial
criticism” the disparity had garnered and that
evidence suggested the disparity had a
“discriminatory impact on African Americans
of whom Williams is one.” Williams, 372
F.Supp.2d at 1339 n. 8. The district court's
disdain for the disparity factored into its
choice of sentence in another way as well.
Echoingitsearlier statement that the DEA had
snared Williams, the district court concluded
a Guidelines sentence would not “promote
respect for the law,” seeid. 8 3553(a)(2)(A),
becausethe DEA arranged a sting purchase of
crack cocaine instead of powder cocane to
obtainalonger prison sentence. Williams, 372
F.Supp.2d at 1339. Without referring to any
factsintherecord, thedistrict court found that
a powder cocaine sale would have been
consistent with Williams prior drug sales. |d.
To highlight the injustice it perceived in the
Government's decison to purchase crack
cocaine from Williams, the district court
compared Williams Guidelinesrangewiththe
range applicable to defendants who, though
not career offenders, have a criminal history
category of VI and are convicted of selling the
same quantity of powder cocaine™2 |d.
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The district court then explained, asit did at
the sentencing hearing, that a Guidelines
sentencewasinappropriatefor another reason,
namely its disagreement with the career
offender provisionin 8§ 4B1.1. Id. According
to the district court, Williams' past criminal
conduct was aready accounted for in his
category VI criminal history.ld. The*“layering
of Chapter 4 enhancements,” thedistrict court
reasoned, “results in a double-compounding
effect, increasing Williams minimum
guideline sentence ... in light of the same
criminal conduct.” 1d. Thedistrict court stated
this “arbitrary compounding results in a
guideline sentence much greater than that
necessary” to achieve the sentencing goals
enumerated in 8 3553(a). Id.

Finally, the district court explained that
although “Williamsisalow-level drug dealer

. convicted of selling relatively small
amounts of crack cocaine,” the “substantial
term” of 204 months incarceration was
warranted by “thecircumstances(crack versus
powder cocaine) and Williams'long history of
selling illega drugs.” 1d. The Appellant
subsequently appealed Williams' sentence as
unreasonable.

1. STANDARD OF REVIEW

[1] Our review of sentences after United
Satesv. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S.Ct. 738,
160L.Ed.2d 621 (2005), hastwo components.
First, we consider challenges to the district
court's calculation of the advisory Guidelines
range. Second, we review the sentence for
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reasonableness. See United Statesv. Wi liams,
435 F.3d 1350, 1353 (11th Cir.2006)
(determining whether the district court
correctly calculated the Guidelines range
before evaluating the reasonableness of the
sentence).

A. Guidelines Calculation

[2][3][4][5] “[A]swasthe case before Booker
thedistrict court must cal cul atethe Guidelines
range accurately.” United Satesv. Crawford,
407 F.3d 1174, 1179 (11th Cir.2005). We
review the district court's interpretation of the
Guidelines de novo and accept its factual
findings unless clearly erroneous. United
Sates v. Jordi, 418 F.3d 1212, 1214 (11th
Cir.2005). An eror in the district court's
calculation of the advisory Guidelines range
warrants vacating the sentence, unless the
error is harmless. See United Sates v. Soott,
441 F.3d 1322, 1329 (1ith Cir.2006)
(applying harmlesserror review to Guidelines
miscalculation). A Guidelines miscal culation
is harmless if the district court would have
imposed the same sentence without the error.
Seeid.

B. Reasonableness

[6][7] If the Guidelines calcuation is correct,
or if the miscalculdion is harmless, we
consider whether the sentence is reasonable.
When reviewing a sentence for
reasonabl eness, we must eval uatewhether the
sentence achieves the purposes of sentencing
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as stated in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).™™ United
Sates v. Talley, 431 F.3d 784, 788 (11th
Cir.2005). This evaluation must be made
having “regard for ... the factors to be
consideredinimposing asentence, asset forth
in [8 3553(a)]; and ... the reasons for the
imposition of the particular sentence, as stated
by the district court pursuant to the provisions
of section 3553(c).” Booker, 543 U.S. at 261,
125 SCt. at 765 (quoting 18 U.SC. §
3742(e)(3) (1994)); see also Williams, 435
F.3d at 1355 (stating that “when reviewing for
reasonableness, we must consider both the §
3553(a) factors and the reasons given by the
district court”). The party challenging the
sentence bears the burden of establishing the
sentence is unreasonable in light of the §
3553(a) factors. Talley, 431 F.3d at 788.

In order to tailor our reasonableness standard
of review to the issues in this case, we must
first identify the challenges Appellant makes
to the reasonableness of Williams' sentence.
First, Appellant argues the sentence is
unreasonabl e, regardless of length, because it
resulted from thedistrict court's consideration
of impermissible factors. Second, Appellant
contends in the alternative that, even if
Williams' sentence was not affected by legal
errors, the length of the sentence is
unreasonable because the record does not
support adeviationfromthe Guidelinesrange.

1. Reasons for the Sentence

[8]1[9][10] With respect to Appdlant's first
argument, we agree that a sentence can be
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unreasonable, regardiess of length ™2 if the
district court's selection of the sentence was
substantially affected by its consideration of
impermissiblefactors. Thisis so, because our
reasonableness inquiry is not confined to
reviewing whether there are facts and
circumstances found in the record that would
justify thelength of the sentenceimposed. See
United Statesv. Webb, 403 F.3d 373, 383 (6th
Cir.2005) (“[R]eview for reasonablenessisnot
limited to the length of the sentence.”
(quotation omitted)). Thereasonsgiven by the
district court for its selection of asentenceare
important to assessing reasonableness. United
Sates v. Jimenez-Beltre, 440 F.3d 514, 519
(1st Cir.2006) (en banc) (stating the emphasis
in reviewing the reasonableness of a sentence
“will be on the provision of a reasoned
explanation, a plausible outcome and-where
these criteria are met-some deference to
different judgments by the district judges on
the scene™). A sentence based on an improper
factor fails to achieve the purposes of 8
3553(a) and may be unreasonable, regardless
of length. United Sates v. Moreland, 437
F.3d 424, 434 (4th Cir.2006) (“A sentence
may be substantivelyunreasonableif the court
relieson an improper factor or regjectspolicies
articulated by Congress or the Sentencing
Commission.”).

[11][12][13][14] Because the party
challenging the sentence bears the burden of
demonstrating that the sentence is
unreasonable, the party challenging the
sentence bears the initia burden of
establishing that the district court considered
an impermissible factor at sentencing.
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Whether a factor is impemmissible is a
question of law that we will review de novo.
See United Sates v. Robinson, 935 F.2d 201,
203 (11th Cir.1991) (“The application of the
law to sentencing issues is subject to de novo
review.”). If such an error exists and was
preserved for appeal, we will vacate the
sentence and remand, unless the eror is
harmless. See 28 U.S.C. § 2111;
Fed.R.Crim.P. 52(a). The party defending the
sentence has the burden of establishing the
error was harmless. See, e.g., United Satesv.
Mathenia, 409 F.3d 1289, 1291-92 (11th

Cir.2005).

[15] In considering whethe an error is
harmless, we apply our traditional harmless
error standard: “ A ‘ non-constitutional error’ is
harmlessif, viewing the proceedings in their
entirety, a court determines that the error did
not affect the sentence, ‘ or had but very dlight
effect.” If one can say ‘with fair assurance ...
that the sentence was not substantially swayed
by the error,” the sentence is due to be
affirmed even though there was error.” Id. at
1292 (quoting United Statesv. Hornaday, 392
F.3d 1306, 1315-16 (11th Cir.2004) (quoting
Kotteakosv. United Sates, 328 U.S. 750, 762,
763, 66 S.Ct. 1239, 1246, 1248, 90 L .Ed.
1557 (1946))); see also Williams v. United
Sates, 503 U.S. 193, 203, 112 S.Ct. 1112

1120-21, 117 L.Ed.2d 341 (1992) (holding
that once the party challenging the sentence
shows the district court relied on an invalid
factor at sentencing, “aremand is appropriate
unless the reviewing court concludes, on the
record asawhole, that the error was harmless,
i.e., that the error did not affect the district
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court's selection of the sentence imposed”);
United States v. Paley, 442 F.3d 1273, 1278
(11th Cir.2006) (stating a district court's
misinterpretation of the Guidelinesisharmless
if the district court would have imposed the
same sentence absent the error); United States
v. Jones, 1 F.3d 1167, 1171 (11th Cir.1993)
(“A sentencingerror is harmlessif the record
as awhole shows that the error did not affect
the district court's selection of the sentence
imposed.”). Consistent with this standard, a
district court's consideration of an
impermissiblefactor at sentencingishamless
if the record as a whole shows the error did
not substantially affect the district court's
selection of the sentence imposed.

If the error is not harmless, we will go no
further, and will vacate the sentence and
remand for the district court to impose a
sentence based on theindividualized factsand
circumstances of the defendant's case bearing
upon the sentencing considerations
enumeratedin 8 3553(a). If, onthe other hand,
the party defending the sentence is successful
in showing the error did not substantially
affect the district court's selection of the
sentence, we must then resolve whether the
sentenceisreasonablein light of the 8 3553(a)
factors and the reasons given by the district
court.

[16][17] In sum, to succeed on aclaim that an
impermissiblefactor affected the sentence, the
party challenging the sentence has the initia
burden of establishing that the district court
considered an impermissible factor in
fashioning the sentence. If we conclude after
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a de novo review that the district court
considered an impermissble factor at
sentencing, and if the error was preserved, the
burden shifts to the party defending the
sentence to show, based on the record as a
whole, that the error is harmless, i.e., that the
error did not substantially affect the court's
choice of sentence. If theerror isnot harmless,
we will vacate the sentence as unreasonable
and remand for the district court to resentence
the defendant based on the individualized
facts and circumstances of the defendant's
case bearing upon the sentencing
considerationsenumerated in § 3553(a). If the
error is harmless, we will review the sentence
for reasonableness in light of the 8 3553(a)
factors and the reasons given by the district
court.

2. Unreasonable Length of the Sentence

Appellant arguesthat evenif the district court
considered only permissible sentencing
factors, the length of Williams sentence is
unreasonable because the facts and
circumstances of Williams case do not
warrant any deviation from the advisory
Guidelines range. In essence, Appellant
contends that, assuming the sentence is based
on only permissible factors, the district court
neverthelessmadeaclear error of judgment in
weighing those factors in Williams' case.

[18][19] We review the length of a sentence
for reasonableness in light of the facts and
circumstances of the defendant's case
reflecting the sentencing considerations in §
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3553(a). Talley, 431 F.3d at 788. “Review for
reasonableness is deferential.” Id. And we
must bear in mind “that there is a range of
reasonabl e sentences from which the district
court may choose.” 1d. The weight to be
accorded any given 8 3553(a) factor is a
matter committed to the sound discretion of
the district court. See United Sates v.
Fernandez, 443 F.3d 19, 32 (2d Cir.2006). We
will not substitute our judgment in weighing
the relevant factors because “[o]ur review is
not de novo.” Talley, 431 F.3d at 788.

[20][21] The district court's choice of
sentence, however, is not unfettered. When
reviewing the length of a sentence for
reasonableness, we will remand for
resentencing if we are left with the definite
and firm conviction tha the district court
committed a clear error of judgment in
weighing the § 3553(a) factors by arriving at
a sentence that lies outside the range of
reasonabl e sentences dictated by the facts of
the case. See United Satesv. Martin, --- F.3d
----, --- (11th Cir.2006) (concluding a
seven-day sentence for a multi-billion-dollar
securities fraud was unreasonable); United
Sates v. Crisp, 454 F.3d 1285, --— (11th
Cir.2006) (vacating a sentence as
unreasonable because of the district court's
unjustified reliance on a single 8 3553(a)
factor to the detriment of the others);
Moreland, 437 F.3d at 436 (concluding the
district court committed “ ‘a clear error of
judgment by arrivingat asentence outside the
limited range of choice dictated by the facts of
the case’ ") (quoting United Sates v. Hawk
Wing, 433 F.3d 622, 631 (8th Cir.2006));
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United Statesv. Smith, 440 F.3d 704, 708 (5th
Cir.2006) (holding anon-Guidelines sentence
may be unreasonable where it “represents a
clear eror of judgment in balancing the
sentencing factors’); United States V.
Sebastian, 436 F.3d 913, 915 (8th Cir.2006)
(holding a sentence may be unreasonable if
the district court “commits a dear error in
judgment in weighing the sentencing
factors”).

I11. DISCUSSION

A. Guidelines Calculation

The first step in our review is to determine
whether the district court properly interpreted
and applied the Guidelines to Williams' case
to arrive at a correct calculation of Williams
advisory Guidelinesrange. See Williams, 435
F.3d at 1353. There is no dispute about the
district court's Guidelines calculation. The
district court accuratdy calculaed Williams
advisory Guidelines range using an enhanced
offense level of 37 and crimina history
category of VI, corresponding to an advisory
Guidelines range of 360 months to life
imprisonment. Moreover, the district court
expressly considered the properly calculated
Guidelines range in imposing a
non-Guidelines sentence.

B. Reasonabl eness

1. Reasons for the Sentence
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Appellant argues the district court committed
multiplelegal errorsin applying the§ 3553(a)
factors to Williams case. Specifically,
Appellant contends the district court erredin
threeways: (1) it rejected Congress's policy of
punishing crack cocaine offenders more
severely than powder cocaine offenders (2) it
refused to sentence Williams as a career
offender, thereby rejecting Congress's policy
of punishing recidvist drug offenders more
severdy; and (3) it erroneously concluded the
Government engaged in sentencing
manipulation by arrangng to purchase crack
cocaine instead of powder cocaine and erred
in factoring this conclusion into Williams
sentence. According to Appellant, these
impermissible considerations affected the
district court's choice of sentence, rendering
the sentence unreasonable, regardless of
length. Because these contentions present
questions of law as to the proper
considerations at sentencing, we will review
de novo whether the district court considered
improper factors in fashioning Williams
sentence.

a. Impermissible Considerations Affecting
the Sentence
i. The Cocaine Sentencing Disparity
[22] Under 21 U.S.C. § 841 and § 2D1.1 of

the Sentencing Guidelines, a defendant
convicted of an offense involving “cocaine
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base” (i.e., crack cocaine)™ faces a longer
possible sentence than a defendant convicted
of an offense involving the same amount of
powder cocaine, a chemically-similar
substance. Thisdisparity iscommonly referred
to as the “100-to-1" ratio, so named because
of therelative quantities of each drug required
to trigger the mandatory sentencing rangesin
§ 841(b). For example, § 841(b)(1)(B)
provides that offenses involving 5 grams or
more of crack cocaine or 500 grams or more
of powder cocaine call for sentences in the
range of 5 to 40 years imprisonment. Where
the defendant has at |east one prior conviction
for a felony drug offense, 8 841(b)(1)(B)
enhances the sentencing range to ten years to
life in prison.™ Congress enacted harsher
penalties for crack cocaine than for powder
cocaine based on its conclusion that crack
cocaine poses a greater threat to society.
Specificaly, Congressfound crack cocaine(1)
has a more rapid onsa of action, (2) is more
potent, (3) is more addidive, (4) is less
expensive than powder cocaine, (5) has
widespread availability, (6) more highly
correlates with the incidence of violence and
other crimes, (7) is more likely to have
physiological effects, and (8) ismorelikelyto
attract users who are young or especidly
vulnerable. See United Statesv. Byse, 28 F.3d
1165, 1169 (11th Cir.1994) (quoting United
Sates v. Thurmond, 7 F.3d 947, 953 (10th
Cir.1993)); U.S. Sentencing Comm'n, Special
Report to the Congress: Cocaine and Federal
Sentencing Policy 118 (1995). The Sentencing
Commission adopted the same 100-to-1
crack-to-powder cocaine ratio in establishing
the Drug Quantity Table in U.SSG. §

Page 18

2D1.1(c), which sets the offense levels for
drug offenses. For example, 8 2D1.1(c)(6)
designates offense level 28 for offenses
involving 20 to 35 grams of crack cocaine or
2 to 3.5 kilograms of powder cocaine.

In 1994, Congress directed the Sentencing
Commission to conduct a study of the
disparities in penalties for different forms of
cocaine and to make recommendations about
retaining or modifying the disparities. See
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act of 1994, Pub.L. No. 103-322, § 280006,
108 Stat. 1796, 2097 (1994). Pursuant to this
directive, the Commission issued a report to
Congress in 1995 in which it agreed with
Congress's finding that “crack cocaine poses
greater harms to society than does powder
cocaine,” but concluded “it [could not]
recommend aratio differential as great asthe
current 100-to-1 quantity ratio.” U.S.
Sentencing Comm'n, Special Report to the
Congress. Cocaine and Federal Sentencing
Policy 195-96 (1995).8 One reason why the
Commission rejected the 100-to-1 ratio was
that Congress adopted it prior to the
Guidelinestaking effect, and the Commission
believed that many, but not all, of the
attendant additional harms of crack vis-avis
powder cocaine (such a the increase in
violent and other crimes) are now accounted
for in the Guidelines. Id. at 196 (“[I]f
Congress believed that cetain factors
warranted a 100-to-1 quantity ratio and if the
subsequently adopted guidelines provided a
punishment for some of thosefactors, then, as
alogical matter, the ratio should be lowered
by an amount commensurate with the extent
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to which these factors are addressed by the
guidelines.”).

The Commission subsequently proposed
Guidelines amendments that would eliminate
entirely the sentencing disparity between crack
and powder cocaine. See Notice of
Submission to Congress of Amendments to
the Sentencing Guidelines, 60 Fed.R&).
25,074, 25,076 (May 10, 1995). Although
Congressstated “the current 100-to-1 quantity
ratio may not be the appropriate ratio,” it
rejected the Commission's proposal's because
“the evidence clearly indicates that there are
significant distinctions between crack and
powder cocaine that warrant maintaining
longer sentences for crack-rdated offenses’
and “gross sentenang disparities” would
result if the proposals wee to take effect
without Congress lowering the statutory
mandatory minimum penalties. H.R.Rep. No.
104-272, at 4 (1995), reprinted in 1995
U.S.C.C.A.N. 335, 337; see also Federa
Sentencing Guidelines, Amendment,
Disapproval,Pub.L.No. 104-38, 81, 109 Stat.
334, 334 (1995).

The Commission issued a second report in
1997, again at the direction of Congress. U.S.
Sentencing Comm'n, Special Report to the
Congress: Cocaine and Federal Sentencing
Policy (1997). In thisreport, the Commission
reiterated its earlier finding that “athough
research and public policy may support
somewhat higher penalties for crack than for
powder cocaine, a 100-to-1 quantity ratio
cannot bejustified.” Id. at 2. The Commission
recommended that Congress adjust the
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mandatory sentencing ranges to refled a
5-to-1 ratio. Id. Congress, however, took no
action.

In 2002, at the request of the Senate Judiciary
Committee, the Commission issued a third
report on the crack-topowder disparity. U.S.
Sentencing Comm'n, Report to the Congress:
Cocaine and Federal Sentencing Policy
(2002). Inthereport, the Commission “firmy
and unanimously” declared the 100-to-1 drug
guantity ratio “is unjustified and fails to meet
the sentencing objectives set forth by
Congress.” Id. at 91. The Commission made
four principal findings. First, it found that
current penalties exaggerate the relative
harmfulnessof crack cocaine™° |d. at 93-97.
Although the Commission found that crack
was the most addictive form of cocaine
because of the method of ingestion, it
concluded this difference aone did not
warrant the 100-to-1 ratio. Id. at 94. Second,
the Commission concluded the current
penalties sweep too broadly and apply maost
often to lower-level offenders, creding
disparate penalties in comparison to similar
powder cocaine offenders and overstating the
culpability of most crack cocaine offenders.
Id. at 97-100. Third, the Commission found
the penalties overstate the seriousness of most
crack cocaine offenses and fail to provide
adequate proportionality. ™ |d. at 100-02.
Fourth, the Commission found that the current
penalties impact minorities most severdy,
fostering disrespect for the criminal justice
system. Id. at 102-03. Based onthesefindings,
the Commission recommended that Congress
revise the mandatory sentencing range for
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crack and powder cocane to implement a
20-to-1 drug quantity ratio. Id. a 107. The
Commission a so asked Congressfor guidance
in changing the Guidelines structure to better
target the most serious drug offenders. Id. at
108. Again, Congress did not act on the
Commission's recommendations.

With this background in mind, we turn to the
district court's treatment of the cocaine
sentencing disparity. The district court
disapproved of the severity of Congress's
disparatetreatment of crack cocaineoffenders
relative to powder cocaine offenders. At
sentencing, the district court expressed its
belief that the disparity “smacks of
discrimination” and that the difference
between crack cocaine and powder cocaine
“hasnever justified the substantial disparity in
sentences.” Even though the district court did
not completely reject Congresss policy of
imposing harsher penaltieson crack offenders,
it took into account its personal disagreement
with Congress's judgment as to how much
harsher the penalties for crack offenders
should be. To the extent the district court did
S0, it considered an impermissible factor in
fashioning Williams' sentence.

[23] The First Circuit's decision in United
Satesv. Pho, 433 F.3d 53 (1st Cir.2006), and
the Fourth Circuit's decision in United Sates
v. Eura, 440 F.3d 625 (4th Cir.2006), are
particularly instructive.™" The district courts
in both cases categorically regected the
100-to-1 drug quantity ratio because they
believed it overstated what the penalties ought
to be for crack cocaine offenders reldive to

Page 20

powder cocaine offenders. Pho, 433 F.3d at
58-59; Eura, 440 F.3d at 631-32. In
sentencing the defendantsbel ow the advisory
Guidelines range, the district courts failed to
mention any facts concerning the defendants
as individuals that would have warranted
non-Guidelines sentences, but instead relied
on the generd inequities they perceived
existed in the 100-to-1 ratio. Pho, 433 F.3d at
64; Eura, 440 F.3d at 634. The First and
Fourth Circuits vacated the sentences,
concluding that district courts are bound by
Congress's policy judgments concerning the
appropriatepenaltiesfor federal offenses. Pho,
433 F.3d at 62-63; Eura, 440 F.3d at 633-34.
Both courts held that sentences must be based
on individualized aspects of the defendant's
case that fit within the 8§ 3553(a) factors, and
not on generalized disagreement with
congressional sentencing policy. Pho, 433
F.3d at 64-65; Eura, 440 F.3d at 634.

We agree with the First and Fourth Circuit's
conclusions. Congress's decision to punish
crack cocaine offenders more severely than
powder cocaine offenders is plainly a policy
decision. It reflects Congress's judgment that
crack cocaine poses a greater harm to society
than powder cocaine. Wehaverepeatedly held
Congresss disparate treatment of crack
cocaine offenders is supported by a rationa
basis. See, eg.,, Byse, 28 F.3d at 1168-71
(rejecting equal protection challenge that the
crack-to-powder cocaine disparity constitutes
intentional racediscriminaion); United Sates
v. Soan, 97 F.3d 1378, 1383-84 (11th
Cir.1996) (holding the sentencing disparity is
supported by a rationd basis).™2 The
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100-to-1 drug quantity ratio not only reflects
Congresss policy decidon that crack
offenders should be punished more severely,
but also reflects its choice as to how much
more severe the punishment should be.
Federal courts are not at liberty to supplant
this policy decision. See Pho, 433 F.3d at
62-63; Eura, 440 F.3d at 633; see also
Mistrettav. United States, 488 U.S. 361, 364,
109 S.Ct. 647, 650-51, 102 L.Ed.2d 714
(1989) (“Congress, of course, hasthe power to
fix the sentence for a federa crime, and the
scope of judicid discretion with respect to a
sentence is subject to congressional control.”
(internal citation omitted)). Although the two
drugs may be chemically similar, ther effect
on society isnot the same, and it isnot for the
courts to say just how much worse crack
cocaineisthan powder cocaine. Thisissimply
animpermissiblesentencing consideration. As
the Seventh Circuit aptly put it: “8 3553(a) ...
does not include a factor such as ‘the judge
thinksthelaw misguided.” " Miller, 450 F.3d
at 275.

Williams, however, asserts that the crack
versus powder cocaine sentencing disperity is
a valid consideration under 8 3553(a)(6),
which requires courtsto consider “the need to
avoid unwarranted sentence disparitiesamong
defendants with similar records who have
beenfound guilty of similar conduct.” Several
district courts that have addressed the issue
agree with Williams position. See, eg.,
United Statesv. Fisher, --- F.Supp.2d ----, ----
(S.D.N.Y. 2005); United Satesv. Smith, 359
F.Supp.2d 771, 781 (E.D.Wis.2005). Powder
cocaine offenders, however, have not been
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found guilty of similar conduct inany relevant
sense. Congress has determined that crack
offenders and powder offenders are not
similarly situated, and that the disparities
caused by its choice of the 100-to-1 drug
guantity ratio are warranted. See Pho, 433
F.3d at 64 (“ Congressplainly believedthat not
all cocaine offenses are equal and that
trafficking in crack involves different real
conduct than traffickingin powder .... Clearly,
then, Congress intended that particular
disparity to exist, and federal courts are not
free to second-guess that type of decision.”).
The district court's rejection of the 100-to-1
drug quantity ratio, therefore, cannot be
justified under 8 3553(a)(6).

Williams also contends the district court did
not impermissibly usurp Congresss policy
judgment because Williams was sentenced
within the statutory range. He argues the
100-to-1 ratio embedded in the Guidelinesis
not Congresss policy, but the Sentencing
Commissi on'spolicy, onethe Commission has
unanimously rejected. He suggests that the
district courts can exerase their sentencing
discretion to reject the advisory crack cocaine
Guidelines without running afoul of
Congress's policy judgment.

Williams is incorrect in suggesting the
100-to-1 ratio embedded in the Guidelines is
merely the Sentencing Commission's policy
and not Congress's policy. In determiningthe
threshold quantitiesfor triggering thestatutory
sentencing ranges in 8§ 841(b), Congress
decided on a 100-to-1 differential, and the
Sentencing Commission was left no choice
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but to employ the same ratio in crafting the
various Guidelines ranges within those
statutory ranges. See id. at 63 (“As the
Sentencing Commission recognized when it
superimposed the guidelines on the statutory
framework, it would be illogical to set the
maximum and minimum sentences on one
construct and then to use some other,
essentially antithetic construct asthe basisfor
fashioning sentences within the range.”).
Indeed, Congress rejected the Commission's
proposal that would have equated the drugs
for Guidelines purposes because of the gross
sentencing disparities that would result if the
Guidelines did not employ the same drug
guantity ratio as the statutory scheme. See
H.R.Rep. No. 104-272, at 4 (1995), reprinted
in 1995 U.S.C.C.A.N. 335, 337. The same is
true if instead of equaing the two drugs, the
Guidelinesused adifferent drug quantity ratio,
say a 20-to-1 ratio. See Pho, 433 F.3d at
63-64. If the Guidelines used a 20-to-1 ratio,
a first time offender convicted of selling 50
gramsof crack cocaine (the equivalent of one
kilogram of powder cocaine in our
hypotheticd) would have a Guidelines range
of 63 to 78 months imprisonment, see
U.S.S.G. 8§ 2D1.1(c)(7), but would have a
mandatory minimum sentence of 120 months
incarceration under 8§ 841(b)(1)(A). In
contrast, a first time offender convicted of
selling 49 grams of crack cocaine (the
equivalent of 980 gramsof powder cocanein
our hypothetical) would also have a
Guidelines range of 63 to 78 months
imprisonment, but would not be subject to the
120-month mandatory minimum. See id. _§
841(b)(1)(B). In this scenario, the difference
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of one gram of crack cocaine would result in
a sentencing disperity of at least 42 months.
Thus, the statutory minimumsand maximums
and the Guidelines reflect Congress's policy
decision to punish crack offenses more
severely than powder cocaine offenses by
equating one gram of crack to 100 grams of
cocaine.

[24] The same unwarranted disparities
between similarly situated defendants would
result if adistrict court were permitted to use
its discretion to disregard the 100-to-1 ratio.
Thus, a district court's rejection of the
100-to-1 ratio embedded in the Guidelines not
only countermands Congress's policy choice,
but also undermines sentencing uniformityin
direct contravention of 8§ 3553(a)(6)'s
command that district courts seek to avoid
unwarranted sentencing disparities between
similarly situated defendants. See Pho, 433
F.3d at 63-64; Eura, 440 F.3d at 633
(“[G]iving a sentencing court the authority to
sentence a defendant based on its view of an
appropriate ratio between crack cocaine and
powder cocaine would inevitably result in an
unwarranted disparity beween similarly
situated defendants in direct contradiction to
the specific mandate of 18 U.S.C. §
3553(a)(6).”). Of course, some disparity
between similarly situated defendants is an
inevitable result of Booker. See Booker, 543
U.S. at 263, 125 S.Ct. at 766-67 (*We cannot
and do not claim that use of a‘ reasonableness
standard will provide the uniformity that
Congress originally sought to secure.”). This
inevitable disparity, however, should only be
the product of the district court's discretion in
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weighing individualized § 3553(a) factorsin
a given case, not the consequence of the
district court's “general, across-the-board
policy considerations.” Pho, 433 F.3d at 62.

Williamsis correct that asentence below the
Guidelinesrange in a crack cocaine case may
be reasonable, so long as it reflects the
individualized, case-specific factors in §
3553(a). It may bethat for some of thereasons
stated i n the Sentencing Commi ssion'sreports,
the Guidelines range in a given crack case
overstates the seriousness of the particular
defendant's offense or that individualized
mitigating factorscounsel against aGuidelines
sentence. See Eura, 440 F.3d at 637 (Michael,
J.,, concurring) (*While the Commission's
findings alone cannot justify a
below-guidelines sentence, in certain cases
they can help sentencing courts analyze the 8
3553(a) factors and select a sentence that is
‘sufficient, but not greater than necessary’ to
punish, deter, and rehabilitate the
defendant.”). But to say Congress's choice of
a100-to-1 drug quantity ratioisnever justified
IS a categorical rejection of congressional
policy, not an individualized, case-specific
consideration. Congress concluded the
100-to-1 ratio isjustified, and the courts have
no authority to change that.

[25] In short, the district court erred in
mitigating Williams sentence based on its
personal disagreement with Congress's policy
decision to employ a 100-to-1,
crack-to-powder drug quantity ratio in
punishing crack cocaine offenders more
severely than powder cocaine offenders In so
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doing, thedistrict court impermissibly usurped
Congress's authority to set sentencing policy
and failed to properly consider § 3553(a)(6)'s
directive to avoid unwarranted sentence
disparities between smilarly situated
defendants. We agree, moreover, with the
Fourth Circuit that “alowing sentencing
courtsto subvert Congress clearly expressed
will certainly doesnot promote respect for the
law, provide just punishment for the offense
of conviction, or resultin asentencereflective
of the offense’'s seriousness as deemed by
Congress.” Id. at 633 (majority opinion).

ii. Career Offender Guideline Provision

[26] Appellant next argues the district court
erred in refusing to sentence Williams as a
career offender. There is no dispute that
Williams qualified as a career offender under
U.S.S.G. 84B1.1. At sentencing, however, the
district court stated the career offender
enhancement “isatotally inappropriateway to
consider theindividual nature of an offense or
adefendant's individual background” andsaid
it was not going to sentence Williams as a
career offender. In its sentencing
memorandum, the district court again
explained what it considered to be the
“arbitrary compounding” effect of the career
offender enhancement. Williams, 372
F.Supp.2d at 1339. This, too, was error.

In creating the Sentencing Commission and
charging it with establishing sentencing
policies and practices for the federal criminal
justice system, Congess directed the
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Commission to:

assurethat the guidelines specify asentenceto
a term of imprisonment at or near the
maximum term authorized for categories of
defendantsin which the defendant is eighteen
years old or older and-

(1) has been convicted of afelony that is-
(A) acrime of violence; or

(B) an offensedescribed in section 401 of the
Controlled SubstancesAct (21U.S.C.841) ...;
and

(2) has previously been convicted of two or
more prior felonies, each of which is-

(A) acrime of violence; or

(B) an offense described in section 401 of the
Controlled SubstancesAct (21 U.S.C. 841)....

28 U.S.C. § 994(h). Section 994(h) reflects
Congresss policy that repeat drug offenders
receive sentences “at or near” the enhanced
statutory maximums set out in 8§ 841(b). See
United Satesv. LaBonte, 520 U.S. 751, 762,
117 S.Ct. 1673, 1679, 137 L.Ed.2d 1001
(1997) (holding “the phrase *at or near the
maximum term authorized' ... requiresacourt
to sentence a career offender ‘& or near’ the
‘maximum’ prison term available once all
relevant statutory sentencing enhancements
are taken into account”).

Congresss goal was not simply to punish
offenders with prior criminal histories more
severely than first time offenders; Congress
aso wanted to targe specific recidvism,
particularly repeat drug offenders. Thereisno
question Williams is arecidivist drug deder.
To the extent the district court believed
Williams' prior criminal history was
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adequately taken into consideration in his
criminal history category of VI, it ignored
Congress's policy of targeting recidivist drug
offenders for more severe punishment. The
district court, therefore, erred in mitigating
Williams' sentence based on its disagreement
withthe career offender Guidelinesprovision.

iii. Sentencing Factor Manipulation

[27] Finaly, Appdlant argues the district
court erred in mitigating Williams' sentence
based on its belief that the DEA “snared”
Williams by arranging to purchase crack
cocaine from him, when a powder cocaine
purchasewould have been consistent with his
prior drug sales. The district court's decision
to mitigate Williams sentence because of the
DEA'sconductininvestigating Williamscalls
to mind a clam we have referred to as
“sentencing factor manipulation.” United
Satesv. Sanchez 138 F.3d 1410, 1414 (11th

Cir.1998).

A sentencing fector manipulation daim *“
‘requires us to consider whether the
manipulation inherent in a sting operation,
evenif insufficiently oppressive to support an
entrapment defense, ... or due process claim,

. must sometimes be filtered out of the
sentencing calculus.” " 1d. (quoting United
Sates v. Connell, 960 F.2d 191, 194 (1st
Cir.1992)). The clam focuses on the
Government's conduct and “points to ‘the
opportunities that the sentencing guidelines
pose for prosecutors to gerrymander the
district court's sentencing options and thus,
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defendant's sentences.” ” 1d. (quoting Connell
960 F.2d at 194).

We need not decide whether a finding of
sentencing factor manipuldaion is a valid
mitigating consideration under § 3553(a)
because, even if it can be, it was not an
appropriate consideration here. There is no
guestion Williams' arrest and conviction was
the result of a valid sting operation, and the
DEA no more “snared” Williams or engaged
in sentencing factor manipulation than in any
other sting operation. To say a district court
may factor into a crack cocaine offender's
sentence the bare fact that the Government
chose to purchase crack instead of powder
cocaine, without more, would undermine
Congress's policy of punishing crack cocaine
offenders more severely and impermissibly
interfere  with the executive branch's
performance of legitimate law enforcement
practices. Contrary to the district court's
conclusion, it does not promoterespect for the
law to imply Government misconduct from
the mere fact that the Government chose to
purchase crack cocaine from a crack dealer
instead of any other controlled substance™
To the extent the district court considered this
fact asamitigating consideration, it erred asa
matter of law. This is not to say that
sentencing manipulation may never beavalid
consideration in sentencing. In this case,
however, it was error to mitigate Williams
sentence based on the fad that the DEA
purchased crack cocaine from Williams
instead of powder cocaine.
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b. Harmless Error

[28] BecauseAppellant objected tothedistrict
court's consideration of these impermissible
factors, it is Williams burden under our
traditional harmless error standard to show,
based on the record as awhole, that the errors
did not substantially affect the district court's
choice of sentence. See Mathenia, 409 F.3d at
1292. Williams hasfailed to meet his burden.

Williams points to nothing in the record
showing the errorsdid not substantially affect
the district court's choice of sentence. A
review of the sentencing transcript and the
district court's sentencing memorandum
instead shows the district court devoted the
overwhelming majority of its explanation of
the sentence to expressing its disagreement
with the cocaine sentencing disparity, the
career offender provision, and the DEA's
decision to purchase crack cocaine from
Williams. Althoughtherecordreflectsthat the
district court also considered individualized
facts and circumstances of Williams
case-such as the relatively small amount of
crack cocaine involved in his offenses-the
district court's explanation of Williams
sentence was so permeated by its
consideration of impermissiblefactorsthat we
are unableto conclude the errors did not have
a substantial effect on its choice of sentence.
Theerrorsare, therefore, not harmless, and we
must vacate the sentence and remand for the
district court to resentence Williamssolely on
the basis of the individualized facts and
circumstances of Williams' case bearing on
the § 3553(a) factors.
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2. Unreasonable Length of the Sentence

Having concluded Williams sentence is
unreasonable because it is based on
impermissible factors, we do not reach
Appellant's alternative argument that,
assuming the district court considered only
proper factorsin crafting Williams' sentence,
the length of the sentence is nevertheless
unreasonable because the record does not
justify any deviation from the advisory
Guidelinesrange. We expressno opinion asto
whether there are individual facts and
circumstances in Williams' case that would
make a 204-month sentence reasonable.

V. CONCLUSION

We conclude, after ade novo review, that the
district court consideredimpermissiblefactors
in crafting Williams sentence Because
Williams failed to show, based on the record
asawhole, that theerrorsdid not substantially
affect the district court's choice of sentence,
we conclude the errors arenot harmless. We,
therefore, vacate Williams sentence as
unreasonable without reaching Appellant's
alternative argument that the record does not
justify the length of the sentence imposed. On
remand, the district court must resentence
Williams based on the individual facts and
circumstances of Williams' case bearing on
the § 3553(a) factors. We express no opinion
as to what sentence the district court should
impose after properly applying the § 3553(a)
factors.
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VACATED AND REMANDED.

EN1. Williams sold the undercover
agent 4.6 grams of crack cocane in
April, 10.1 grams of crack cocainein
May, and 20.1 grams of crack cocaine
in July.

EN2. All references to the Sentencing
Guiddines refer to the Guidelines
effective November 1, 2004.

EN3. The advisory Guidelines range
for a defendant convicted of selling
34.8 grams of powder cocaine with a
criminal history categoryof V1is37to
46 months' imprisonment. See
U.S.S.G. §2D1.1(c)(13); ch. 5, pt. A.
Notably, the district court did not
compare Williams sentence to the
range applicable to a career offender
convicted of selling 34.8 grams of
powder cocaine: 262 to 327 months
imprisonment. See 21 U.SC. §
841(b)(1)(C); U.S.S.G. 84B1.1(b); ch.
5, pt. A.

FN4. The § 3553(a) sentencing factors
include the nature and circumstances
of the offense and the history and
characteristics of the defendant; the
need for the sentence to reflect the
seriousness of the offense, promote
respect for the law, and provide just
punishment for the offense; the need
to deter crime, protect the public, and
providethedefendant with educational
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or vocational training, or medical care;
the kinds of sentences available; the
Sentencing Guidelinesrange; pertinent
policy statements of the Sentencing
Commission; the need to avoid
unwarranted sentencing digarities;
and the need to provide restitution to
victims. 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a); United
Sates v. Winingear, 422 F.3d 1241,
1246 (11th Cir.2005).

EN5. We redize a sentence could be
alleged to be unreasonableon grounds
other than length. Here, the
Government contests only the length
of Williams' sentence, so we confine
our discussion to length. Our opinion
should not be read to foreclose other
possible challenges to the
reasonableness of the terms of a
sentence.

ENG. Section 841 refers to “cocaine
base,” and the Sentencing Guidelines
define cocaine base to mean crack
cocaine. SeeU.S.S.G 8 2D1.1(c), n.D.

EN7. Smilarly, 8 841(b)(1)(A) sets
the sentencing range for offenses
involving 50 grams or more of crack
cocaine or 5 kilograms or more of
powder cocaine at ten years to life in
prison. If the defendant has at least
one prior conviction for afelony drug
offense, § 841(b)(1)(A) requires a
sentence between 20 years and lifein
prison.

FN8. The Sentencing Commission's
reports are available at http://
WWW.ussc.gov/reports.htm.

EN9. For example, the Commission
pointed to studies showing the effects
of prenatal crack cocaine exposure
werethe same for powder cocaineand
that the epidemic of young users and
distributors “never materidized to the
extent feared.” U.S. Sentencing
Comm'n, Report to the Congress:
Cocaine and Federal Sentencing
Policy 93-97 (2002).

EN10. For example, the Commission
stated that although studies showed
harmful conduct (such as violence)
occurs more often in crack cocaine
offenses than in powder cocaine
offenses, “it occursinonly arelatively
small minority of crack cocaine
offenses.” U.S. Sentencing Comm'n,
Report to the Congress: Cocaine and
Federal Sentencing Policy 100 (2002).
Thus, “to the extent that the 100-to-1
drug ratio was designed to account for
the harmful conduct ..., it sweeps too
broadly by treating all crack cocaine
offenders as if they committed these
various harmful acts, even though
most crack cocaine offenders in fact
had not.” Id. Although the
Commission recognized tha “some
differential in the quantity-based
penaltiesfor crack cocaineand powder
cocaine is warranted” because
sentencing enhancements did not
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account for thefact that “trafficking in
crack cocaine is associated with
somewhat greater levels of systemic
crime,” it opined that this
consideration did not justify the
100-to-1 ratio. Id. at 101-02.

FN11. See also United States v.
Miller, 450 F.3d 270, 275 (7th
Cir.2006) (agreeing with Pho and

Eura).

FN12. Post-Booker, we have rejected
a defendant's challenge to the
reasonableness of his sentence
predicated on the disparity between
crack and powder cocaine. See United
Sates v. Marlin, 147 Fed.Appx. 122,
124 (11th Cir.2005) (unpublished
opinion).

FN13. We note that al five of
Williams' prior felony cocaine
convictions listed in the PSI involved
crack cocaine; two of those were
convictions for possessing crack
cocaine with intent to sell.

C.A.11 (Ha.),2006.
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