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PER CURI AM *
Evonne Castill o appeal s her sentence follow ng her jury-

trial conviction on two counts of transporting illegal aliens for

pur pose of commercial advantage or private financial gain, in
violation of 8 U.S.C. § 1324.

Castillo argues that the district court erred by not
applying the three-level reduction under the “other than for
profit” clause of U S . S.G 8 2L1.1(b)(1). Because Castillo was

charged with and the jury found that she transported the illega

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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aliens “for purpose of commercial advantage or private financial
gain,” she does not qualify for such a reduction.

Castillo also argues that the district court erred by
i ncreasi ng her sentence for creating a substantial risk of death
or serious bodily injury to another person based on facts not
alleged in the indictnent or found by the jury, in contravention

of United States v. Booker, 543 U S. 220 (2005), and in violation

of her Sixth Amendnent rights. This argunent |acks nerit. By
rendering the Sentencing CGuidelines advisory only, Booker
elimnated the Sixth Arendnent concerns that prohibited a
sentencing judge fromfinding all facts relevant to sentencing.

United States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 519 (5th Gr.), cert.

denied, 126 S. . 43 (2005); United States v. Al onzo, F. 3d

_, No. 05-20130, 2006 W 39119 at * 1-*2 (5th Gr. Jan. 9,
2006) .

Post - Booker sentences are reviewed only for
“unr easonabl eness.” Mares, 402 F.3d at 518. |[If, in the exercise
of discretion, the sentencing judge i nposes a sentence within a
properly cal cul ated guideline range, we will infer that
consideration was afforded all the factors for a fair sentence
set forth in the Guidelines. 1d. at 519. Moreover, given the
def erence due the sentencing judge's discretion, we will rarely
say that a sentence within the properly cal cul ated CGuideline

range was unreasonable. |[|d.
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Here, the district court fulfilled its duty to consider the
18 U.S.C. § 3553 factors and sentenced Castillo within a properly
cal cul ated guidelines range. Castillo has failed to denonstrate
that her properly cal cul ated gui delines sentence was
unr easonabl e. See Mares, 402 F.3d at 519; Al onzo, 2006 W. 39119
at *3.

AFFI RVED.



