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El ai ne E. Buckl o, Judge.

ORDER

We ordered a limted remand pursuant to United States v.
Pal adi no, 401 F.3d 471 (7th Cr. 2005), to determ ne whet her
the district court would have inposed the same sentences on
Kevin Reed, Antoine Hill and Zachary Jenkins had it understood
that the Sentencing Guidelines were advisory. |In an order
dat ed Decenber 15, 2005, the district judge determ ned that
she “woul d not have inposed a sentence of 360 nonths
i nprisonment on either Kevin Reed or Antoine HIl.” In a
separate order issued the follow ng day, the district judge
concl uded that she would have i nposed the sanme sentence on
Zachary Jenkins, finding that “[t] he Guideline sentence
reasonably takes into account his role as a supplier of drugs,
hi s background, the need for deterrence and puni shnent and the
ot her factors required to be considered under 18 U S.C. sec.
3553."
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The parties were invited to file sinultaneous nenoranda
addressing the appropriate disposition of these appeals in
light of the district court’s determ nations. Everyone except
Kevi n Reed responded.

The governnent suggests that the sentences of Reed and

Hill should be vacated and their cases remanded to the
district court for resentencing as that court has requested,
and Hill concurs. W agree that this disposition is

appropri ate.

Jenkins argues that the district judge s explanation as
to his sentence is inadequate under United States v.
Cunni ngham 429 F.3d 673 (7th Cir. 2005), which precludes
affirmng a district court’s sentence when the record does not
provi de adequate assurance that the judge has gi ven nmeani ngf ul
consideration to the 8 3553(a) factors. The governnent, on
the other hand, clains that the district judge properly
responded to our order. W agree that the district judge's
response to our limted remand was terse, and that a fuller
expl anati on woul d have been desirable. But as we said in
United States v. Brock, No. 03-2279, slip op. at 14 (7th Cir.
January 9, 2006), “Although it is preferable that a district
court give a thorough explanation of its consideration of [the
§ 3553(a)] factors in its order on remand, this is not
mandated.” We are satisfied here that the district court
adequately considered Jenkins' argunents and the relevant 8§
3553(a) factors fromour review of the record and see no
reason why Jenkins’ sentence would be deemed unreasonable in
post - Booker practice. Accordingly,

| T IS ORDERED that the sentences of Reed and Hill are
VACATED and their cases are REMANDED to the district court for
resentencing, and that the sentence of Jenkins is AFFI RVED.



