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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
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for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. L-02-CR-857-3

Before SM TH, DeMOSS, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Gregory Connor Moore appeals the 21-nonth sentence i nposed
after he pleaded guilty to possession with intent to distribute
| ess than 50 kil ogranms of marijuana.

Moore contends that the district court clearly erred by
declining to award a two-|level reduction in More’'s offense |evel
for acceptance of responsibility. The district court did not

clearly err by determning that More did not fully accept

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
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responsibility by truthfully admtting all conduct conprising the

of fense of conviction. See U S.SSG 8 3E1.1; United States v.

Flucas, 99 F.3d 177, 180 (5th Cr. 1996); United States v.

Harlan, 35 F. 3d 176, 181 (5th Cr. 1994).

Moore al so contends that the district court clearly erred by
increasing his offense | evel based on the finding in the
Pre- Sentence Report (PSR) that More sped away from a Border
Patrol checkpoint and |l ed agents on a two-m | e high-speed chase.
See U S.S.G 8 3Cl.2 (prescribing increase where a defendant
reckl essly endangers other during flight). Absent rebuttal
evidence to show that the information relied upon in the PSR was
“materially untrue, inaccurate or unreliable,” the district court
was permtted to adopt the facts in the PSR wi thout further

inquiry. See United States v. Taylor, 277 F.3d 721, 724 (5th

Cir. 2001). This court has observed that |eading police on a
hi gh-speed chase in itself creates a substantial risk of harmto

others. United States v. Lee, 989 F.2d 180, 183 (5th G r. 1993).

The district court did not conmt clear error by increasing the
of fense |l evel under U S. S.G § 3Cl.2.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



