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PER CURI AM *

Manuel Joel Vill al obos-Ri os, having pleaded guilty to illegal
reentry, in violation of 8 U S.C. § 1326, chall enges his sentence
on two bases.

He first challenges its reasonabl eness, pursuant to United
States v. Booker, 543 U S. 220 (2005) (requiring, inter alia,
“reasonabl eness” revi ew of post-Booker sentences, to be guided by
the factors stated in 18 U S.C. § 3553(a)). After offense-Ievel

adjustnents for a prior drug-trafficking conviction and accept ance

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



of responsibility, his offense |evel was 21, corresponding to an
advi sory Cui del i nes range of 41-51 nonths inprisonnment. Vill al obos
requested a sentence below that range. The inposed 41-nonth
sentence was within, and at the low end of, it.

Post - Booker, sentences are revi ewed for reasonabl eness. E. g.,
United States v. Smth, 440 F.3d 704, 706 (5th G r. 2006). Because
the sentence was within the properly-cal culated Cuideline range
(Vill al obos does not contend otherwise), it is presuned reasonabl e.
E.g., United States v. Alonzo, 435 F.3d 551, 554 (5th Cr. 2006).
Such a sentence is given “great deference”, and we infer the
sentenci ng court “has considered all the [8§ 3553(a)] factors for a
fair sentence”. United States v. Mares, 402 F. 3d 511, 519-20 (5th
Cr.), cert. denied, 126 S. . 43 (2005). Further, when the court
states it is inposing a sentence within the Guideline range, as was
done here, “little explanation [for such sentence] is required”.
| d. Villalobos has failed to rebut his sentence’'s presuned
reasonabl eness. See Al onzo, 435 F.3d at 554-55.

Vill al obos also challenges, in the light of Apprendi v. New
Jersey, 530 U S 466 (2000), 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1326(b)’s treatnent of
prior felony and aggravated-felony convictions as sentencing
factors, rather than el ements of the offense. As he concedes, this
chal l enge is foreclosed by Al nendarez-Torres v. United States, 523

U S 224, 235 (1998). See, e.g., United States v. Garza-Lopez, 410



F.3d 268, 276 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 298 (2005).
Nonet hel ess, he raises it in order to preserve its further review.
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