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PER CURI AM

Dwayne Leigh Carr appeals his forty-six nonth sentence
i nposed following his guilty plea to possession of a firearmafter
having been convicted of a felony, in violation of 18 U S.C.
§ 922(g)(1) (2000). W affirm

Carr contends that the sentence inposed by the district

court was not reasonabl e. After United States v. Booker, 125 S.

Ct. 738 (2005), courts must calculate the appropriate guideline
range, consider the range in conjunction with other relevant
factors under the guidelines and 18 U. S.C. 8§ 3553(a) (2000), and
i npose a sentence. If a court inposes a sentence outside the
guideline range, the district court nust state its reasons for

doi ng so. United States v. Hughes, 401 F.3d 540, 547 (4th Gr.

2005). This court should review a sentence inposed pursuant to
8§ 3553 to determ ne whether it is reasonable. Booker, 125 S. C
at 764-67.

The district court i nposed a sentence wthin the advi sory
gui del i nes range and bel ow the statutory maxi num for the offense
and considered the rel evant factors under 8§ 3553(a). We have been
gi ven no reason why the sentence inposed was not reasonable. Cf.

United States v. Hughes, 401 F.3d 540, 546-47 (4th Cr. 2005)

(citing Booker, 125 S. C. at 764-65, 767) (noting after Booker,

"The statutory maxi mumfor 18 U.S.C. § 922(g) (1) (2000) is ten
years. See 18 U. S.C. 8§ 924(a)(2) (2000).
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sentencing courts should determ ne the sentencing range under the
gui del i nes, consider the other factors under 8 3553(a), and inpose
a reasonabl e sentence within the statutory maxi num. Accordingly,
we affirmCarr’s sentence. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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