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PER CURIAM:

Ronald Olshinski pled guilty to one count of knowingly

possessing child pornography that had been transported in

interstate commerce, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(5)(B) and

(b)(2) (2000).  The district court sentenced him to one hundred

months’ imprisonment.  Olshinski appeals his sentence on the ground

that it is unreasonable.  For the reasons that follow, we affirm.

After United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005), a

district court is no longer bound by the range prescribed by the

sentencing guidelines.  However, in imposing a sentence

post-Booker, courts must still calculate the applicable guideline

range after making the appropriate findings of fact and consider

the range in conjunction with other relevant factors under the

guidelines and 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2006).

United States v. Moreland, 437 F.3d 424, 432 (4th Cir.), cert.

denied, 126 S. Ct. 2054 (2006).  We will affirm a post-Booker

sentence if it is both reasonable and within the statutorily

prescribed range.  Id. at 433.  “[A] sentence within the proper

advisory Guidelines range is presumptively reasonable.”  United

States v. Johnson, 445 F.3d 339, 341 (4th Cir. 2006).

Here, the district court sentenced Olshinski post-Booker,

appropriately treated the guidelines as advisory, and considered

the § 3553(a) factors.  Hence, we reject Olshinski’s contention

that the district court applied erroneous legal standards in
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determining his sentence.  Olshinski’s one hundred month sentence

falls within the calculated guideline range, and the sentence is

well within the ten-year statutory maximum.  See 18 U.S.C.

§ 2252A(b)(2).  Therefore, we find that the sentence is reasonable.

Accordingly, we affirm Olshinski’s sentence.  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


