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PER CURIAM:

Following a bench trial, David Williams was convicted
of possession of a firearm by a convicted felon, in violation of
18 U.S.C. § 922(g) (1) (2006), and sentenced to 262 months in
prison. Williams appeals, contending that his sentence 1is
procedurally unreasonable because the district court
miscalculated his guidelines range and treated the guidelines as
mandatory. Finding his claims meritless, we affirm.

We review a sentence for reasonableness under an abuse

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

128 S. Ct. 586, 597 (2007). This review requires appellate
consideration of both the procedural and substantive
reasonableness of a sentence. Id. In this case, Williams

challenges only the procedural reasonableness of his sentence.

In determining whether a sentence 1is procedurally
reasonable, we first assess whether the district court properly
calculated the defendant’s advisory guidelines range. Id. at
596-97. We then determine whether the district court failed to
consider the 18 TU.S.C. § 3553(a) (2006) factors and any
arguments presented by the parties, selected a sentence based on
“clearly erroneous facts,” or failed to sufficiently explain the
selected sentence. Id. at 597.

Williams asserts that the district court miscalculated

his guidelines range because it incorrectly believed that it



could impose an obstruction of justice enhancement. However,
the court did not apply such an enhancement. Therefore,
Williams is not entitled to relief on this claim.

Williams also argues that his sentence is procedurally
unreasonable because the district court treated the guidelines
as mandatory by imposing a within-guidelines sentence after
repeated remarks that the guidelines range was too long. This
claim is belied by the record, which shows that the court also
noted that Williams had earned that guidelines range and that a
sentence within that range was necessary to satisfy the goals of
sentencing under 18 U.S.C. § 3553 (a).

Accordingly, we 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



