IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-20489
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ALEJANDRO ALONSO- FLORES,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H99-CR-671-1

 April 12, 2001
Before JOLLY, H G3E NBOTHAM and JONES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Al ej andro Al onso- Fl ores appeals the sentence i nposed
followng his guilty-plea conviction for conspiracy to possess
and ai ding and abetting possession with intent to distribute
cocaine. Alonso argues that the district court erred in
determ ning that he was responsible for in excess of 150
kil ograns of cocai ne.

Alonso has filed a notion for |eave to file a suppl enent al

brief based on Jones v. United States, 526 U S. 227 (1999) and

Apprendi v. New Jersey, 120 S. C. 2348 (2000). Alonso’'s

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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original brief was filed nore than a year after the decision in
Jones and nore than four nonths after the decision in Apprendi.
Hs notion is deni ed.

A sentencing court’s determ nation of the quantity of drugs
attributable to the defendant for purposes of calculating a
defendant’s sentence is a factual finding that is reviewed for

clear error. United States v. Vine, 62 F.3d 107, 109 (5th Cr

1995). Because the district court’s determ nation that nore than
150 kil ogranms was attributable to Alonso is plausible in |ight of

the entire record, it is not clearly erroneous. See United

States v. Perez, 217 F.3d 323, 331 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 121

S. . 416 (2000). Accordingly, the sentence inposed by the
district court is affirned.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DEN ED.



