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PER CURI AM *

Clyde W Taylor, Jr., appeals fromhis sentence follow ng a
guilty plea conviction for conspiracy to manufacture and attenpt
to manuf acture nethanphetamne, in violation of 21 U S. C
88 841(a) and 846. Taylor argues that the district court
erroneously held himaccountabl e under rel evant conduct for drug
quantities found on the person and in the vehicle of co-defendant
Tanm e Renee Parker. He also argues that the district court

failed to use the weight of the pure nethanphetam ne when

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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determ ning his offense | evel and erroneously denied hima
mtigating role adjustnent.

Tayl or was observed exiting a Bally's Casino with Parker and
co-def endant Ri chard Lane Hensl ey, Parker's husband, after a
confidential source reported that Hensley and Tayl or were staying
in a notel roomthat contained a nethanphetam ne | ab and t hat
Hensl ey was about to "cook a batch" of nethanphetam ne. Tayl or
left in a separate vehicle from Parker and Hensley. Hensley and
Par ker were then stopped while on their way to neet Taylor at the
motel room which served as the base of operation for producing
met hanphet am ne. Hensl ey had just purchased precursor materials.
Tayl or assisted in the production of the nethanphetam ne by al so
pur chasi ng precursor chem cals and by providing transportation
for Hensl ey.

We conclude that the district court did not clearly err by
attributing the drug quantities seized fromboth Hensl ey and
Par ker to Tayl or under relevant conduct. See U S S. G § 1Bl1. 3;

see also United States v. Rogers, 1 F.3d 341, 344-45 (5th Cr

1993). A review of the record and the presentence report ("PSR")
further shows that there is no error in Taylor's sentence based
on the cal culation of drug wei ght because the PSR attributed a

| esser amount of drugs to Taylor than it m ght have based on the
pure wei ght of the nethanphetam ne. Finally, the district court
did not clearly err by denying Taylor a mtigating role

adj ust nent because Taylor's conduct was not peripheral to the

advancenent of the illicit activity. See United States v.
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Trenelling, 43 F.3d 148, 153 (5th Gr. 1995); United States v.

Harris, 932 F.2d 1529, 1539 (5th Cr. 1991).

The district court's judgnent is AFFI RVED.



