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Larry Dean Gann pleaded guilty to one count of being a felon
in possession of a firearm and the district court sentenced him
to 235 nonths in prison and a five-year term of supervised
release. The district court inposed this sentence to run
consecutively to Gann’s undi scharged state sentence.

Gann argues in this appeal that the district court erred in
i nposing his federal sentence to run consecutively with his state

sentence. Gann contends that the district court did not give due
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consideration to the factors set forth in 18 U S.C. 8§ 3553(a) and
US S G 85GL 3, did not sufficiently enunciate reasons for
i nposi ng the sentence to run consecutively, and erred by not
considering increnental terns of inprisonnent.

Gann has shown no error in the district court’s judgnent.
The district court’s comments at sentencing evince a sufficient
consideration of the pertinent factors, and it did not abuse its
discretion in inposing Gann’s federal sentence to run

consecutively to his state sentence. See United States v.

| zaqui rre-Losoya, 219 F.3d 437, 440 (5th Cr. 2000). These sane

coments constitute sufficient conpliance with 18 U S. C

8§ 3553(c) to survive plain error review See id.; see also

United States v. Everist, = F.3d __, 2004 W. 885266 at *2 (5th
Cir. 2004). Gann’s argunent concerning increnental punishnents
i's unavailing because the district court was not required to
consi der such puni shnents.

Gann al so argues that the district court erred by neglecting
to inquire whether he had read the PSR and di scussed it with
counsel, as is required by FED. R CRM P. 32(i)(1)(A). Because
Gann has shown no prejudice arising fromthis om ssion, he
concomtantly has failed to show that this om ssion anpbunts to

plain error. See United States v. Esparza-Gonzales, 268 F.3d

272, 274 (5th Gir. 2001).

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



