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John B. Corley appeals the sentence inposed following his
post - Booker conviction of theft of firearns that were transported
ininterstate commerce, transporting stolen firearns ininterstate
commerce, possession of stolen firearns that were transported in
interstate comerce, and possession of a firearm by a convicted

felon. Corley argues for the first tine on appeal that the non-

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



Cui del i nes sentence i nposed by the district court was unreasonabl e
because the district court based its decision on genera
di ssatisfaction with the Quidelines. He also argues that the
CGui del i nes adequately accounted for his crimnal behavior.

The record indicates that the district court correctly
cal cul ated the Qui delines range and used the Cuidelines as a frane
of reference.” See United States v. Smth, 440 F.3d 704, 707 (5th
Cr. 2006). The district court, troubled by Corley s extensive
crimnal history (29 crimnal history points) and the facts of his
of fenses, articulated reasons that were consistent with 18 U S.C
8§ 3553(a) for inposing a non-Guidelines sentence. See id.
Mor eover, given the seriousness of Corley’s crimnal history and
of fense conduct as found by the district court, the extent of the
devi ati on was not unreasonable. See United States v. Smth, 417
F.3d 483, 491-93 and n.40-42 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 126 S.C
713 (2005).

Corley fails to neet his burden of showing that the district
court’s non-Quidelines sentence, which was inposed after United
States v. Booker, 543 U S 220 (2005, was error, plain or
otherwise. See United States v. Jones, 444 F.3d 430, 434-36 (5th
Cr.), cert. denied, 126 S.Ct. 2958 (2006).

AFFI RVED.

"It does not reflect any general dissatisfaction with the
of fense Cui deli nes.



