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PER CURIAM.

Thomas A. Green was charged in a one-count indictment with conspiracy to
transport stolen goods in interstate commerce, 18 U.S.C. §§ 371, 2314, and pleaded
guilty pursuant to a written plea agreement.  Green's advisory Guidelines sentencing
range was thirty to thirty-seven months' imprisonment, but the District Court,1 after
considering the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors, varied upward and imposed a fifty-month
sentence.  Green appeals his sentence, arguing that the court abused its discretion by
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varying upward based on a mistaken belief that Green failed to fully cooperate with
an investigation of his co-conspirators. 

Because Green does not challenge the District Court's calculation of his
advisory Guidelines sentence, our only role is to review the substantive
reasonableness of Green's sentence for an abuse of discretion.  Gall v. United States,
128 S. Ct. 586, 591 (2007) (holding that "courts of appeals must review all
sentences—whether inside, just outside, or significantly outside the Guidelines
range—under a deferential abuse-of-discretion standard").

The District Court considered the § 3553(a) factors, observing that Green
caused his employer to suffer a substantial loss of money and goodwill, falsely
accused his co-workers of committing his crimes in an effort to avoid discovery, and
repeatedly attempted to protect his co-conspirators.  The court noted that the sentence
reflected the seriousness of Green's offenses, promoted respect for the law, and
provided adequate punishment and deterrence.  Moreover, it is clear from our review
of the sentencing record that the court did not, as Green contends, focus on Green's
failure to cooperate with investigators to the exclusion of other relevant factors.
Giving the District Court's determination the considerable deference it is due, we
conclude that the District Court did not abuse its discretion and that the sentence is
substantively reasonable.   

For the foregoing reasons, we affirm Green's sentence.
______________________________


