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Freda Ann Hol mes Ednond appeal s the 96-nonth sentence
i nposed by the district court upon her guilty plea to 40 counts
of aiding in the preparation of false tax returns. The district
court departed fromthe guidelines range because Ednond’ s
calculated crimnal history category did not accurately reflect
the seriousness of her past crimnal history, or the |ikelihood
that she would commt other offenses. The court further

determ ned that although the six convictions for which Ednond was

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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not assessed any crimnal history points were old, “all of these
convictions involve theft or fraud which are prior adult
convictions simlar to the offense before the court.”

A district court may depart from an otherw se applicable
gui deli ne range “when the crimnal history category significantly
under-represents the seriousness of the defendant’s crim nal
history or the likelihood that the defendant will conmmt further

crimes.” US. S .G 8§ 4A1.3, p.s. This court reviews an upward

departure for an abuse of discretion. United States v. Wnters,

174 F. 3d 478, 482 (5th Gr. 1999); see also United States v.

Ashburn, 38 F.3d 803, 807 (5th Gr. 1994)(en banc). The

reasonabl eness of the extent of a departure is to be determ ned

in light of the reasons for departure. See United States v.
Hawki ns, 87 F.3d 722, 730-31 (5th Cr. 1996).

In United States v. Lanbert, 984 F.2d 658, 663 (5th Gr

1993) (en banc), this court rejected the notion that a district
court, when departing on the basis of 8§ 4A1.3, nust “go through a
ritualistic exercise in which it mechanically di scusses each
crimnal history category it rejects en route to the category
that it selects.” The district court did not refer expressly to
category VI or to any of the internediate crimnal history
categories it inplicitly rejected by its sentence of 96 nonths of
i nprisonnment. However, it is apparent fromthe record that the
court deened the bypassed categories to be inadequate because

they did not accurately reflect the seriousness of Ednond s past
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history or the likelihood that she would conmt other offenses.
Thus, the record presents a basis upon which this court may
reasonably conclude that the district court thoroughly considered
the appropriate guidelines in arriving at its ultinmate sentence.

As noted by the district court, Ednond has a | ong history of
of fenses involving fraud and theft. She continued to commt the
sane types of offenses, despite arrest and prosecution, including
her arrest for the instant offense. No abuse of discretion has
been shown.

AFFI RVED.



