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PER CURI AM *

Keithric Thonmas appeal s the 121-nonth sentence inposed
followng his guilty-plea conviction of one count of conspiring
to distribute in excess of 50 grans of cocai ne base. Thomas
argues that the district court erred in determning that he was
responsi ble for 11 kil ogranms of “crack” cocai ne because the
information relied on by the district court |acked corroboration

or indicia of reliability.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Thomas has not shown that the drug quantity information
contained in the PSR was “materially untrue, inaccurate or

unreliable.” See United States v. Anqulo, 927 F.2d 202, 205 (5th

Cr. 1991). The district court’s finding as to drug quantity is
pl ausible in light of the record viewed as a whole and thus is

not clearly erroneous. See Burton v. United States, 237 F.3d

490, 500 (5th Gr. 2000).
In a supplenental letter brief filed after the Suprene

Court’s decision in United States v. Booker, 125 S. C. 738

(2005), Thomas contends that the district court violated the

Si xth Anmendnent by enhancing his sentence, pursuant to a

mandat ory application of the sentencing guidelines, based on
factual findings not found by a jury or admtted by him He al so
contends that the district court erred under Booker by applying
the guidelines mandatorily. Thonas concedes that these argunents
are subject to plain error review because they are raised for the
first time on appeal.

Thomas argues that his case should be remanded for
resentenci ng because it cannot be determ ned whether the district
court woul d have inposed the sane sentence under an advisory
schene. Thomas has failed to show that the sentencing judge
woul d have reached a significantly different result as to his
sentence if sentencing under an advisory schene. See United

States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 521 (5th CGr.), petition for cert.

filed (Mar. 31, 2005) (No. 04-9517). Here, as in Mares, “there
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is no indication in the record fromthe sentencing judge’ s
remarks or otherw se that gives us any clue as to whether []he
woul d have reached a different conclusion.” Mares, 402 F.3d at
522. Accordingly, Thomas has not net the plain error standard.
See id.
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