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PER CURIAM:

Edgar Wilsander Argueta pled guilty to illegally
reentering the United States after previously having been
deported following an aggravated felony in violation of 8 U.S.C.
§ 1326 (a), (b)(2) (2006). The district court sentenced him to
forty-eight months of imprisonment. Argueta appeals, alleging
that the district court’s sentence was ©procedurally and
substantively wunreasonable. For the reasons that follow, we
affirm.

Prior to sentencing the district court advised the
parties it was considering an upward variance because of the
defendant’s repeated violation of immigration laws and violent
criminal activity. At the sentencing hearing, the court adopted
the finding in the presentence report that Argueta’s advisory
Sentencing Guidelines range was 30-37 months. Neither party
objected to this finding. After considering this range, the
factors in 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2009), and
the parties’ arguments, the court imposed a forty-eight-month
sentence. The court provided specific reasons for imposing a
sentence above the advisory range.

Under these circumstances, we find the sentence was

reasonable. See Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007)

(providing standard) . In particular, we find no procedural or

substantive error, in light of how the court calculated



Argueta’s sentence and explained its reasons therefor. United

States v. Pauley, 511 F.3d 468, 473-76 (4th Cir. 2007) .

Accordingly, we affirm. 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



