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PER CURI AM *

Tirso Castillo-Arreol a pl eaded guilty of conspiracy to trans-
port and harbor aliens within the United States and transporting
aliens within the United States. The court sentenced himto the
top of the guideline range, 105 nonths’ inprisonnent on each count
to run concurrently with each ot her but consecutively to his other

sentences. The court stated that it adopted the findings of the

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this opinion
shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted circum
stances set forth in 5THAOQR R 47.5.4.
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presentence report and consi dered t he evi dence adduced at the tri al
of Castillo-Arreola s co-defendants.

Castillo-Arreola argues that the court inposed the sentence
W t hout consideration of the sentencing factors in 18 U S C
8§ 3553(a). Because counsel raised no objection to the court’s
statenent of its justification or |ack thereof for the sentence, we

reviewonly for plain error. See United States v. Akpan, 407 F. 3d

360, 368 (5th Cr. 2005) (citations omtted).

The decision in United States v. Mres, 402 F.3d 511 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 43 (2005), is dispositive. There

we stated unequivocally that “[i]f the sentencing judge exercises
her discretion to inpose a sentence within a properly cal cul ated
Cui del ine range, in our reasonableness review we will infer that
the judge has considered all the factors for a fair sentence set
forth in the GQuidelines.” |d. at 519. Castillo-Arreola does not
argue that his sentence i s unreasonabl e or that his guideline range
was i nproperly cal cul ated. Because the sentence is within the
gui deline range, we infer that the district court considered the §

3553 factors. See Mares, id.; United States v. |lzaquirre-Losoya,

219 F. 3d 437, 440 (5th Gr. 2000). Castillo-Arreola has failed to
show plain error in his sentencing.

AFFI RVED.



