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Joshua Parker appeals the 151-nonth sentence inposed by the
district court following his guilty-plea conviction for
conspiracy to distribute nethanphetam ne.

Par ker argues that the district court’s determ nation of the
anount of nethanphetam ne attributable to himwas clearly
erroneous because it was not based on information having a
sufficient indicia of reliability.

The district court’s calculation of the quantity of drugs

involved in an offense is a factual determination that is

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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entitled to considerable deference and wll be reversed only if

clearly erroneous. United States v. Betancourt, 422 F.3d 240,

246 (5th Gr. 2005). A factual finding is not clearly erroneous
if it is plausible in light of the record as a whole. [d. 1In
meki ng the finding of the quantity of drugs attributable to a

def endant, the district court may consider any information that
has sufficient indicia of reliability to support its probable
accuracy. |d. at 247, U S. S.G 8§ 6Al1.3(a). Furthernore, as a
general rule, information in the presentence report is “presuned
reliable and may be adopted by the district court wthout further
inquiry if the defendant fails to denonstrate by conpetent
rebuttal evidence that the information is materially untrue,

i naccurate or unreliable.” United States v. Carbajal, 290 F. 3d

277, 287 (5th Gir. 2002).

The district court did not clearly err in finding that
Par ker was individually accountable for at |east 500 grans of
met hanphet am ne. After applying a conservative estinmate to
Par ker’ s post-arrest adm ssions, the district court found that
Par ker had acknow edged responsibility for 483 grans. The
district court was not clearly erroneous in concluding that the
ot her reports about Parker provided by the PSR and O ficer Frank
Saldivar’s testinony justified attributing at |east 17 nore grans

to him Betancourt, 422 F.3d at 246. Parker did not adduce any

evidence to show that the district court clearly erred in

determ ning drug quantity for sentencing purposes or to underm ne
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the material truth of the information in the PSR Uni ted St ates

v. Posada-Ri os, 158 F. 3d 832, 878 (5th Gr. 1998); United States

v. De Jesus-Batres, 410 F.3d 154, 164 (5th G r. 2005).

Par ker al so argues that the district court erred in failing
to apply the standard of proof beyond a reasonabl e doubt to the
sentenci ng evidence. As Parker was sentenced under an advisory

gui del i nes schene followi ng the issuance of United States V.

Booker, 543 U. S. 220 (2005), he has not shown plain error. See

United States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 519 (5th Gr.), cert.

denied, 126 S. . 432 (2005) United States v. Johnson, 445 F. 3d

793, 798 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 2884 (2006); United

States v. Scheer, 168 F. App'x 628, 629 (5th Gr. 2006).

AFFI RMED.



