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PER CURIAM:

In United States v. Sullivan, 455 F.3d 248, 251 (4th Cir.

2006), this court affirmed the convictions for Appellants Sean
Thomas Sullivan and Kenneth Adrian Campbell, but wvacated the
sentences and remanded for resentencing consistent with the rules

announced in United States wv. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005). At

their initial sentencing, both Appellants received life sentences,
as was called for under the then mandatory sentencing guidelines.
On remand, the district court made it clear it knew the guidelines
were advisory and that it should consult the statutory sentencing
factors under 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2007).
After hearing arguments from counsel, the court made no change with
respect to the sentencing guidelines, considered the § 3553 (a)
factors, and sentenced Campbell to life imprisonment and Sullivan
to a variant sentence of 480 months’ imprisonment. We affirm.

We reject the Appellants’ claim that the presumption of
reasonableness this court uses to review sentences within the
properly calculated guidelines range makes the guidelines
mandatory. It is obvious from the record that the district court
did not treat the guidelines as mandatory. We also find no error
with respect to the court’s decision to make any factual findings
by a preponderance of the evidence. The court did not err
considering hearsay testimony at sentencing. The rule announced in

Crawford wv. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004), does not apply at




sentencing. See United States v. Katzopoulos, 437 F.3d 569, 576

(6th Cir. 2006) (“Though the cases may be a broad signal of the

future, there is nothing specific in Blakely, Booker or Crawford

that would cause this Court to reverse its long-settled rule of law
that [the] Confrontation Clause permits the admission of
testimonial hearsay evidence at sentencing proceedings.”). We also
find no error in the court’s decision to consider drug quantities
in reaching the range of imprisonment under the guidelines.

We further find no error in sentencing Campbell and
Sullivan as crack cocaine dealers instead of merely cocaine
dealers. The jury determined the Appellants were involved in a
crack conspiracy. In addition, we find there was no error in
considering Campbell’s prior convictions and determining he was a
career offender. Campbell was not sentenced as a career offender,
so any error, if there was one, did not prejudice him.

Finally, we review sentences for reasonableness. Booker,

543 U.S. at 261; United States v. Green, 436 F.3d 449, 456-57 (4th

Cir.), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 2309 (2006). We find the sentences

reasonable.
Accordingly, we affirm the sentences. We dispense with

oral argument because the facts and 1legal contentions are



adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument

would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



