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PER CURI AM

Henry Franklin Stuck appeals from the fourteen-nonth
sentence i nposed by the district court followng his plea of guilty
to possession of a firearmby a prohibited person in violation of
18 U S.C 88 922(g)(1) and 924(a)(2) (2000). On appeal, he
contends that the court erred in considering relevant conduct in

determ ni ng his advi sory sentenci ng range under the U.S. Sentencing

GQuidelines Manual. Finding no error, we affirm

Al though the Sentencing CGuidelines are no |onger
mandat ory, the Suprenme Court has made cl ear that a sentencing court
must still “consult [the] Guidelines and take them into account

when sentencing.” United States v. Booker, 125 S. C. 738, 767

(2005). A district court should first determ ne the appropriate
sent enci ng range under the Guidelines, making all factual findings

appropriate for that determnation. See United States v. Hughes,

401 F. 3d 540, 546 (4th Cr. 2005) (applying Booker on plain error
review). The court should consider this sentencing range al ong
with the other factors described in 18 U S.C. § 3553(a) (2000), and
then inpose a sentence. [d. |If that sentence falls outside the
Gui delines range, the court should explain its reasons for the
departure as required by 18 U S.C. 8§ 3553(c)(2) (2000). 1d. The
sentence nust be “within the statutorily prescribed range and .

reasonabl e.” Id. at 546-47. W have reviewed the record,

including the Sentencing Cuidelines reconmendation and Stuck’s



crimnal history, and we cannot conclude that the district court’s
i nposition of sentence was unreasonabl e.

Accordingly, we affirm Stuck’s sentence. We di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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