IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 02-30302
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
TERRANCE E. WLLIAMS, al so known as Gangst a,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(98- CR- 57- 1- B)
© January 14, 2003
Before DAVIS, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appel | ant Terrance E. WIlians appeal s t he sentence
inposed at his resentencing followng his plea of guilty to
engaging in a continuing crimnal enterprise involving controll ed-
subst ances offenses and solicitation of nurder. At resentencing,
the district court inposed a |ife sentence after departing upward
on the express ground that Wllians’ s crimnal history category did

not adequately reflect the seriousness of his crimnal history or

the likelihood that he would commt other crines. See U S.S.G 8

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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



4A1. 3, p.s. WIllians contends that the district court erred by not
considering internediate offense levels wunder the sentencing
gui delines when it departed froman offense |evel of 35 to one of
43.

W revi ew an upward departure for abuse of discretion. United

States v. Cade, 279 F.3d 265, 270 (5th Cr. 2002). As is well-

establi shed, we do not “require the district court to go through a
ritualistic exercise in which it nechanically discusses each
crimnal history category [or offense level] it rejects enrouteto

the category [or offense level] that it selects.” United States v.

Lanbert, 984 F.2d 658, 663 (5th Cr. 1993) (en banc). As we are
able to discern a basis for the district court’s rejection of
internmedi ate offense | evels to reach the level it used in inposing
Wllians’s sentence, we conclude that the court’s inplicit
met hodol ogy was sufficient. See id.

AFFI RVED.



