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Cory 1. Paris challenges his sentence following his
guilty plea conviction for six counts of wire fraud, one count of
bank fraud, and three counts of transportation of stolen goods in
interstate commerce. Paris argues that the district court failed
to follow the application notes to US S G § 2B1.1 when it
considered that the eBay sal es prices underrepresented the retail
value of the itens sold on eBay. He asserts that the eBay sal es

price was the fair market value upon which the district court

"Pursuant to 5THCGR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



shoul d have based its estimate of the anmount of | oss related to the
itenms sold on eBay.
Because Paris did not raise this argunent in the district

court, we review for plain error. United States v. Villegas, 404

F.3d 355, 358 (5th Cr. 2005). Paris has cited no relevant
authority show ng that when stolen itens are sold on eBay, the
district court nust base its | oss estinmation only on the eBay sal es
price. Accordingly, Paris has not shown that the district court
erred, plainly or otherwise, inits nmethod of estinmating the anount
of | oss.

Paris states that “due to the court’s failure to foll ow
the policy statenent of the guidelines in conputing the fair nmarket
val ue of the loss, it neglected to consider his personal property
as a credit against the loss.” He has not adequately briefed any
argunent about credit against |osses and any such argunent is

deenmed abandoned. See United States v. Thanmes, 214 F.3d 608, 612

n.3 (5th Gr. 2000); United States v. Val di osera-Godi nez, 932 F. 2d

1093, 1099 (5th Gr. 1991). Simlarly, Paris has not adequately
briefed and, thus, has abandoned any argunent regarding the
district court’s factual findings of the anbunt of loss. To the
extent Paris makes such argunents adequately for the first time in

his reply brief, we decline to address them See United States v.

Aguirre-Villa 460 F.3d 681, 683 n.2 (5th Cr. 2006).

AFFI RVED.



