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PER CURI AM *

Mohamred Kazam Martinez appeals the sentence inposed
followng his guilty-plea conviction for conspiracy to possess
wth intent to distribute cocaine and ai ding and abetting the
possession with intent to distribute cocaine. He argues that the
district court erred in calculating the cocaine quantity
attributable to himpursuant to U S.S.G § 1B1.3. Mrtinez did
not present any rebuttal evidence at the sentencing hearing to
establish that the drug quantity in the Presentence Report (PSR

was i naccurate. The facts set forth in the PSR have an adequate

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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evidentiary basis as they were corroborated by the testinony of
O ficer Nelius at the sentencing hearing and by the officers’

i nvestigation of the Ram rezes and sei zure of cocaine and | arge
anmounts of cash. Therefore, the district court did not clearly
err in determning that Martinez was responsible for 194

kil ograns of cocaine. See United States v. Caldwell, 448 F. 3d

287, 290 (5th Cr. 2006); see also United States v. QOcana, 204

F.3d 585, 591 (5th G r. 2000).

Martinez argues that the district court erred in determning
that he was a | eader in the offense and increasing his offense
| evel by four levels pursuant to U S.S.G § 3Bl.1(a). Because
Martinez did not present any rebuttal evidence, the district
court did not clearly err in determning that Martinez was a
| eader or organizer in the offense, based on the PSR and the
evi dence presented at the sentencing hearing show ng that
Martinez was involved in a conspiracy involving five persons, he
directed the actions of sone of these persons, and he was solely
responsi ble for determ ning where, to whom how, and under what

terns the cocai ne was di stri but ed. See United States V.

Vil l anueva, 408 F.3d 193, 204 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 126

S. Ct. 268 (2005).

Martinez argues that the sentence inposed by the district
court was unreasonable and that the district court did not
consider all of the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors, the drug

quantity alleged in the indictnment, or his cooperation with
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authorities. The district court gave the follow ng reasons for
the sentence: the nature of the offense involving a | arge anount
of cocaine, a |large anount of drug-related cash, and firearns

(8 3553(a)(1)); Martinez's extensive involvenent in the of fense,
his history of no enploynent, his acceptance of responsibility,
and his cooperation with the Governnment (8 3553(a)(1)); the need
for punishment and deterrence (8 3553(a)(2)(A) & (B)); and the
statutory sentence range and the gui deline sentencing range

(8 3553(a)(3) & (4)). Martinez has not shown that the district
court msapplied the Guidelines, failed to consider the 8§ 3553(a)
factors, failed to give reasons for the sentence, or considered

i nproper factors in inposing the sentence. Therefore, Martinez
has not shown that the sentence inposed by the district court was

unr easonabl e. See United States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 518-20

(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 43 (2005).

Martinez al so argues that |anguage in United States v.

Al onzo, 435 F.3d 551 (5th Cr. 2005), violates United States v.

Booker, 543 U. S. 220 (2005). He concedes that we are bound by
our precedent and raises the issue to preserve further review
We have not, however, relied on Alonzo and its rebuttable
presunption of reasonabl eness in deciding this appeal.

AFFI RVED.



