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PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appel | ant George W Hood, Jr. was convicted after a
jury trial of mail fraud (counts 1-10), securities fraud (counts
11-14), conspiracy to commt noney | aundering (count 15), and noney
| aundering (counts 16-18, 31-34). He was sentenced to 60 nont hs of
i nprisonment on counts 11 through 14 and 70 nont hs of i nprisonnent
on each of the remaining counts, all of which were to run

concurrently; three years of supervised rel ease on each count, to

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



run concurrently; $2.45 mllion in restitution; and a $2,200
speci al assessnent.

On appeal, Hood contends that the evidence was i nsufficient to
show either that he had the requisite intent to commt any of the
of fenses or that, in the case of the conspiracy count, he agreed
wWith others to defraud investors. Wen the evidence is viewed in
the | ight nost favorable to the jury's verdict, it is sufficient to

support Hood s convictions on all counts. See United States v.

Resi o-Trejo, 45 F.3d 907, 910 (5th Gr. 1995).

Hood al so asserts that the district court erred in sentencing
him by inproperly calculating (1) the nunber of victins when it
i ncreased hi s of f ense | evel pur suant to US S G 8§
2B1. 1(b)(2)(A) (i) (2) the |l oss anbunt when it increased his of fense
| evel by 16 |l evels pursuant to 8§ 2B1.1(b)(1)(l). The court did not
clearly err in determning the 1loss anounts, because Hood
reasonabl y shoul d have foreseen that the assessed | osses invol ving
nmore than 10 victinms would occur. See U S.S.G § 2B1.1, comment.

(n.2(A)); United States v. Deavours, 219 F.3d 400, 402 (5th Grr.

2000) .

Hood additionally maintains that the district court failed to
consider the 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a) factors when determning his term
of 1 nprisonnent. Hood contends that the district court failed
adequately to consider (1) the disparity of his and his co-
conspirator’s sentences, (2) his good reputation in the comunity,
(3) the effect of the Iength of his sentence on his ability to pay
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$2.45 mllion in restitution, (4) the fact that he did not gain
exorbitant profits, (5) his lack of crimnal history and his good
character, (6) the wunlikelihood that he would conmmt crimna
offenses in the future, and (7) the fact that he was not a danger
to society.

As Hood s sentence is within —or, in the case of counts 11
t hrough 14, which had a statutory maxi num sentence of 60 nonths of
i npri sonnment, bel ow —a properly cal cul at ed gui deline range of 70
to 87 nonths of inprisonment, we infer that the district court
considered all of the factors for a fair sentence set forth in the

Cui del i nes. See United States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 519 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 43 (2005). “[A] sentence within a

properly cal cul ated Cuideline range is presunptively reasonable.”

United States v. Alonzo, 435 F.3d 551, 554 (5th Cr. 2006). Hood

has failed to denonstrate that his properly cal cul ated gui del i nes

sent ence was unreasonabl e. See id.; Mares, 402 F.3d at 5109.

AFFI RVED.



