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Ronal d Gonzal ez appeal s his aggregate sentence of 135 nonths
of inprisonnent followng his guilty-plea convictions for six
counts of distribution of child pornography, in violation of
18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(2)(B) and (b)(1), and two counts of
possessi on of child pornography involving the sexual exploitation
of mnors, in violation of 18 U S.C. 88 2252A(a)(5)(B) and
(b)(2), 2256(8)(A)-(C. On appeal, CGonzal ez argues that his

sentence i s unreasonabl e because the district court relied only

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



No. 05-21042
-2

on the sentencing range cal cul ated under the Sentencing
Guidelines and failed to consider the other sentencing factors of
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a).
The CGovernnent argues that Gonzal ez’s appeal is a challenge
to the district court’s refusal to inpose a requested “non-
Qui del i nes sentence”; the Governnent asserts that the district
court’s refusal constitutes the denial of a notion for downward
departure and, as such, it is unreviewable. Gonzal ez, however,
makes it clear that he is challenging the reasonabl eness of the
gui del i nes sentence that the district court ultimtely inposed.
W revi ew sentences inposed for “unreasonabl eness.” United

States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 518 (5th Cr.), cert. denied,

126 S. C. 43 (2005). A sentence within a properly cal cul ated

gui delines range is presuned reasonable. United States v.

Al onzo, 435 F.3d 551, 554 (5th Gr. 2006). Gonzal ez does not
chal | enge the cal cul ati on of the guidelines range; he argues that
his sentence is not reasonabl e because the district court failed
to consider all of the factors of § 3553(a). Qur review of the
record persuades us that these factors were rai sed and properly
considered by the district court at sentencing. Gonzal ez has not
rebutted the presunption that the guidelines sentence was
reasonabl e.

AFFI RVED.



