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PER CURIAM:

Mauricio Reyes Cruz pled guilty to illegally
re-entering the United States after conviction for an aggravated
felony 1i1n violation of 8 U.S.C. 8 1326(a) (2006), and was
sentenced to twenty months” imprisonment and a three-year term
of supervised release. On appeal, Reyes Cruz contends that the
district court plainly erred by imposing a term of supervised
release as part of his sentence. We affirm.

Reyes Cruz concedes that the standard of review for
his sentence is plain error because he is raising this issue for

the first time on appeal. United States v. Maxwell, 285 F._3d

336, 339 (4th Cir. 2002) (providing review standard for plain
error). The Guidelines ordinarily counsel against imposing a
term of supervised release for someone who 1is a deportable

alien. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual (*“USSG”)

8§ 5D1.1(c) (2011). Nonetheless, courts are encouraged to
consider imposing a term of supervised release on a deportable
alien 1f the court determines that such an 1Imposition would
provide an added measure of deterrence and protection based on
the facts and circumstances of a particular case. See USSG
§ 5D1.1 cmt. n.5. Here, the district court explicitly stated
that i1ts primary concern in imposing a sentence was to deter
Reyes Cruz from illegally re-entering the United States, given

Reyes Cruz’s previous illegal re-entry and his criminal history
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while in the United States. To that end, the district court
explained that it was imposing a term of supervised release so
that, were Reyes Cruz to illegally re-enter the United States,
he would be violating both a criminal statute and the conditions
of his supervised release, with an attendant 1iIncrease in the
period of incarceration to which he would be subject. Because
adding this element of deterrence was well within the district
court’s broad discretion, we conclude that the imposition of a
term of supervised release was not plain error.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the material before this
court and argument will not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



