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PER CURIAM:

John Kenneth Moore appeals his thirty-seven-month
sentence imposed after he pled guilty to possession of a firearm by
a convicted felon, 18 U.S.C. § 922(g) (1) (2000), possession of a
firearm by an individual subject to a domestic violence protection
order, 18 U.S.C. § 922(g) (8) (2000), and possession of a firearm by
an individual convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence, 18 U.S.C.
§ 922(g) (9) (2000). He contends on appeal that his sentence

violates United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220, 125 S. Ct. 738

(2005). We affirm.

Moore maintains that his sentence 1is unreasonable in
light of his exemplary work history and his family
responsibilities. Although the sentencing guidelines are no longer
mandatory, Booker makes clear that a sentencing court “must consult
[the] Guidelines and take them into account when sentencing.” 125
S. Ct. at 767 (Breyer, J., opinion of the Court). The court should
consider the sentencing range along with the other factors
identified in 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553 (a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2005), and

then impose a sentence. See United States v. Hughes, 401 F.3d 540,

546 (4th Cir. 2005). The sentence must be “within the statutorily
prescribed range and . . . reasonable.” Id. at 546-47 (citations
omitted) .

In sentencing Moore, the district court considered the

properly calculated guideline range and the factors in § 3553 (a).



Moore’s sentence is within that guideline range and below the ten-

year statutory maximum to which he was subject. See 18 U.S.C.
§ 924 (a) (2) (2000). We conclude that Moore’s sentence 1is
reasonable.

Accordingly, we affirm the sentence. 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



