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

No. 01-20879
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
LEE WAYNE SI MPSQON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 01-CR-235-1

 June 19, 2002

Before H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Lee Wayne Sinpson pleaded guilty to counts 1 and 2 of an
i ndi ctment charging himw th bank fraud and has appeal ed his
sentence. Sinpson argues that the district court erred by
finding that he was a "leader"” in the offense under U S. S. G
8§ 3Bl.1(a). Sinpson contends that he shoul d have been

considered, instead, to be a "supervisor" under U S. S G

8§ 3B1.1(b). We review the district court's finding for clear

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



No. 01-20879
-2

error. See United States v. Valencia, 44 F.3d 269, 272 (5th Cr.

1995).

Si npson argues that "the acconplice testinony suggested
everyone described in the [presentence report] was trying to
mnimze their participatory role" and that their statenents that
Si npson had a broader role than that of a supervisor should not
be credited because of Sinpson's illiteracy. This argunent is
w thout nmerit. A defendant challenging the findings in the
presentence report has the burden of denonstrating that the
information in the presentence report is "materially untrue,

i naccurate, or unreliable." United States v. Anqul o, 927 F.2d

202, 205 (5th Gr. 1991). Sinpson did not present any evidence.
The fact that the evidence may have been susceptible of a
different interpretation is not sufficient to show that the

district court's finding was clearly erroneous. See United

States v. West, 58 F.3d 133, 137 (5th Gr. 1995).

AFFI RVED.



