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PER CURIAM: 

  Adiel Gutierrez-Mondragon pleaded guilty to illegally 

reentering the United States after being deported for an 

aggravated felony, in violation of 8 U.S.C. § 1326(a) and (b)(2) 

(2006).  The U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual (2008) called for 

a sentencing range of 57 months to 71 months, and Gutierrez-

Mondragon received a 60-month sentence.  Gutierrez-Mondragon now 

appeals, claiming that the district court imposed a procedurally 

unreasonable sentence because it failed to address all of 

counsel’s sentencing arguments and failed to provide an adequate 

explanation for the sentence imposed.  We affirm. 

  We review a sentence for reasonableness under an abuse 

of discretion standard.  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 

(2007).  A sentence is procedurally reasonable where the 

district court properly calculated the defendant’s advisory 

Guidelines range, considered the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2006) 

sentencing factors, analyzed any arguments presented by the 

parties, and sufficiently explained the selected sentence. Id. 

at 49-50.   

  In this case, the district court complied with 

§ 3553(a), Gall, and this court’s sentencing precedent.  The 

district court heard arguments from the parties and permitted 

Gutierrez-Mondragon to speak on his own behalf.  The court 

explained that, after considering all the factors listed and 
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arguments made by counsel, it found no reason to depart from the 

advisory guidelines sentence.  Accordingly, we reject Gutierrez-

Mondragon’s claim of procedural error.  See United States v. 

Hernandez, 603 F.3d 267, 271 (4th Cir. 2010) (“Generally, an 

adequate explanation for a Guidelines sentence is provided when 

the district court indicates that it is resting its decision on 

the commission’s own reasoning . . . and  . . . the case before 

[the court] is typical.” (internal quotation marks and 

alterations omitted)).  

  We accordingly affirm the district court’s judgment.  

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 

 


