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

No. 00-50275
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
PATRI CK AMEZQUI TA, al so known as Fat Pat,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Consolidated with
No. 00-50277

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
BERNARDO SALAS,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-99-CR-264-13-SS
June 28, 2001
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Patrick Anezquita pleaded guilty to and was convicted of
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute mari huana and
cocai ne, possession with intent to distribute cocaine, and bei ng
a felon in possession of a firearm Bernardo Sal as pl eaded
guilty to and was convicted of conspiracy to distribute and
possession with intent to distribute mari huana and cocai ne and
tel ephone facilitation. They appeal their conspiracy convictions
for violating 21 U S.C. 88 841(a)(1l) & 846. Appellants contend
that the indictnment was deficient because it did not allege a
specific quantity of drugs.

Appel lants did not raise this issue before the district
court. Therefore, we read the indictment “w th maxi mum
liberality and find it sufficient unless it is so defective that
by any reasonabl e construction, it fails to charge the offense

for which the defendant is convicted.” United States v.

Lankford, 196 F.3d 563, 569 (5th Cr. 1999) (internal citation
and quotation marks omtted), cert. denied, 529 U S. 1119 (2000).

No quantity of drugs is specified in 21 U S.C. 88 841(a)(1) or
846. Therefore, it was not necessary to charge a quantity of
drugs in the indictnent, and the appellants’ indictnent was

sufficient. See United States v. Sal azar-Flores, 238 F.3d 672,

673-74 (5th Cr. 2001); United States v. Doqggett, 230 F.3d 160,

165 (5th Gir. 2000), cert. denied, 121 S. C. 1152 (2001).

AFFI RVED.



