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PER CURI AM *

Paul Powel | appeals the sentence inposed following his
guilty-plea conviction for conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute MDMA, which is commonly known as Ecstasy. Powell
first argues that the district court erred by attributing to him
drugs that were not a part of the conspiracy. He also contends
that the district court erred by denying an adjustnent, pursuant

to US.SSG 8 3B1.2, for a mnor or mninmal role in the of fense.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The Pre-Sentence Report (PSR) contained information that
Powel | and a coconspirator purchased 800 Ecstasy tablets in The
Net her| ands. Because Powel| failed to rebut this fact, the
district court was free to adopt it w thout further inquiry.

See United States v. Mr, 919 F.2d 940, 943 (5th Cr. 1990).

The Governnent presented unchall enged testinony to the
effect that Powel| assisted in counting 3000 Ecstasy tablets
transported fromCalifornia to Texas, and that the conspirators
| ater made efforts to sell those pills. Powell admts that he
traveled to Florida to sell a portion of these tablets. In view
of the above, Powell has failed to show that the district court’s
attribution of 3800 Ecstasy tablets to himwas clearly erroneous.

See United States v. Shipley, 963 F.2d 56, 58 (5th Gr. 1992);

US S G § 1B1.3(a)(1)(B), coment. (n.2).

Finally, given the unrebutted evidence of Powell’s
participation in the acquisition, transportation, and
distribution of Ecstasy tablets, the district court’s
determ nation that Powell did not play a mnor role in the

of fense was not clearly erroneous. See United States v. Nevarez-

Arreola, 885 F.2d 243, 245 (5th Cr. 1989); United States v.

Deavours, 219 F.3d 400, 404 (5th Cr. 2000). Accordingly, the

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



