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PER CURIAM:

Louis N. Nomar appeals the seventy-seven month sentence

imposed by the district court on resentencing in light of United

States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005), for his convictions of

conspiracy to commit wire fraud via the internet, and escape.  We

affirm.

Nomar contends that his sentence is unreasonable because

his offenses were not violent, there was no evidence that anyone

was injured by his conduct, few victims have requested restitution,

no one was harmed in his escape, and, in his view, the disparity

between his seventy-seven-month sentence and co-defendant Yolanda

Monroe’s fifteen-month sentence is not justified.  He argues that

a sentence of time served would be sufficient but not greater than

necessary to comply with the factors set out in 18 U.S.C.A.

§ 3553(a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2006).

In resentencing Nomar after Booker, the district court

considered the advisory sentencing guidelines range and the factors

set forth in § 3553(a).  See United States v. Moreland, 437 F.3d

424, 432 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 2054 (2006).  The

sentence imposed by the district court is within the advisory

guideline range of 70-87 months.  The court imposed a term of sixty

months for the fraud count and a consecutive seventeen months for

the escape count, which did not exceed the statutory maximum of

five years for each count. “[A] sentence within the proper advisory
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Guidelines range is presumptively reasonable.”  United States v.

Johnson, 445 F.3d 339, 341 (4th Cir. 2006).  We have carefully

considered Nomar’s arguments on appeal and conclude that he has

failed to rebut the presumption of reasonableness. 

We therefore affirm the sentence imposed by the district

court.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED


