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PER CURI AM *

Wodrow Hayes appeals the sentence inposed following his
guilty-plea conviction of conspiracy to commt wre fraud, wre
fraud, and forfeiture. The charges relate to Hayes’' s defraudi ng
a smal |l order of nuns of over three mllion dollars and 86-year-old
Charl es Lunan of approxi mately $800, 000. Hayes does not chal | enge
the district court’s calculation of the advisory guideline range

but, for the first tinme on appeal, he chal |l enges t he reasonabl eness

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



of the district court’s deviation fromthat range to inpose the
statutory maxi num sentence of 300 nonths of inprisonnent. Hayes
asserts that the court failed to account for mtigating factors,
such as his guilty plea and his cooperation in |locating and for-
feiting assets. He al so contends that the court failed to consider
whet her the sentence i nposed would result in a sentencing disparity
wth other simlarly situated defendants.

The district court specifically articul ated sufficient reasons
for deviating fromthe guidelines, and those reasons are consi stent
with the sentencing factors in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). Hayes has not
shown t hat the court gave significant weight to an i nproper factor,
failed to account for a factor that should have received signifi-
cant weight, or clearly erred in bal ancing the sentencing factors.

See United States v. Smth, 440 F.3d 704, 708 (5th G r. 2006).

Hayes has not shown error, plain or otherwise, with respect to the

r easonabl eness of his sentence. See United States v. Jones, 444

F.3d 430, 433, 441-42 (5th CGr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 2958

(2006) .

AFFI RVED.



