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Ronal d Wayne Ki ng appeals the sentence inposed followi ng his
guilty-plea conviction for possessing a firearm subsequent to a
fel ony conviction. The 51-nmonth sentence included an upward
departure from Crimnal Hi story Category VI pursuant to U S S G
8§ 4A1l. 3.

King argues that the district court reversibly erred in
departing upwardly by two offense levels under 8§ 4Al. 3. He

contends that, because nobst of his prior convictions were for

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



m sdenmeanors, the district court erred by concl udi ng that he had an
egregi ous, serious crimnal history warranting an upward departure.

Al though King's extensive crimnal record included sone
relatively mnor of fenses, he al so had convictions for unauthori zed
use of vehicles and for possession of codeine. This court has
stated that “drug crines, and theft ... pose an obvi ous danger to

society.” United States v. Lee, 358 F. 3d 315, 329 (5th Gr. 2004).

In view of the extent and nature of King's crimnal history, the
district court did not abuse its discretion in departing upwardly.
See id.; § 4Al.3(a).

King al so contends that the district court erred by failing to
consider the internedi ate of fense | evel on the sentencing tabl e and
by failing to explain why the internediate |evel was inadequate.
In only a “very narrow class of cases” will “the district court’s
departure be so great that, in order to survive our review, it wll
need to explain in careful detail why |esser adjustnents” are

i nadequate. United States v. Lanbert, 984 F.2d 658, 663 (5th Cr

1993) (en banc). The district court’s inplicit explanation for
rejecting the internediate offense level is sufficient in this

case. See id.; see also United States v. Ashburn, 38 F.3d 803,

809-10 (5th G r. 1994)(en banc).
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