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PER CURI AM *

Robert Eugene Jackson, Jr., appeals fromhis resentencing
followng his guilty-plea conviction for using a facility of
interstate conmmerce to entice a mnor to engage in illegal sexual
activity, in violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 2422(b). He argues that he
was denied his right of allocution at his resentencing hearing.

W review this issue de novo. See United States v. Myers, 150

F.3d 459, 461 (5th Gr. 1998). After exam nation of the
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resentencing transcript, we hold that the district court did not
reversibly err in providing Jackson with his right of allocution.

See United States v. Del gado, 256 F.3d 264, 279 (5th Cr. 2001);

Gordon v. United States, 438 F.2d 858, 880-81 (5th Gr. 1971).

Jackson al so chal |l enges the extent of the upward departure
i nposed by the district court as excessive. He concedes the
validity of the factors upon which the upward departure was
based. Because the upward departure was within the statutory
limt, the extent of the departure is reviewed only for a “gross

abuse of discretion.” United States v. Laury, 985 F.2d 1293,

1310-11 (5th Gr. 1993) (internal quotation marks and citations
omtted). Because the upward departure in this case is
conparable to others that this court has upheld, the district
court did not commt a gross abuse of discretion in determning

the extent of the departure. See United States v. Daughenbaugh,

49 F. 3d 171, 174-75 (5th G r. 1995); United States v. Ashburn, 38

F.3d 803, 809-10 (5th Gr. 1994)(en banc). Moreover, the instant
departure was not sufficiently great that the district court was
required to provide a detail ed explanation of why |esser

departure | evels were inadequate. See Ashburn, 38 F.3d at 809.

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent of conviction is

AFFI RVED.



