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Jeff M Jeffers appeals his convictions and sentences for
possession of an unregistered firearmwith a barrel length of |ess
than 18 i nches, possession of a substance containing a detectable
quantity of anphetam ne, and possession with intent to distribute
a substance contai ning cocaine. He argues that the district court
erred in denying his notion to suppress the evidence seized from
his residence because the affidavit used to obtain the search

warrant was a “bare bones” affidavit. Because Jeffers did not

" Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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raise this argunent in the district court, review of this issue is

limted to plain error. See United States v. Ml donado, 42 F.3d

906, 912 (5th Cr. 1995). To establish plain error, Jeffers nust
show. (1) there is an error, (2) that is clear or obvious, and

(3) that affects his substantial rights. See United States v.

Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 520-21 (5th Cr. 2005), cert. denied, S.

.  (Cct. 3, 2005 (No. 04-9517). If these factors are
established, the court may correct the error inits discretion if
the error seriously affects the fairness, integrity, or public
reputation of judicial proceedings. Mldonado, 42 F.3d at 913.
Jeffers has not shown that the district court’s denial of his
nmotion to suppress evidence was reversible plain error. The
affidavit submtted to obtain the search warrant was not a “bare
bones” one as it contained information indicating that the
confidential informant had previously provided reliableinformation
that led to arrests and seizures of illegal narcotics, the
i nformant had personal |y observed cocai ne and ecstacy in Jeffers’s
resi dence, and the informant had personally observed Jeffers sel
ecstacy pills for $20 each at Jeffers’s residence. The affidavit
provi ded specific information indicating the informant was reliable
and credible, and the affidavit was based on the informant’s
personal know edge from which the judge could determ ne that

probabl e cause existed. See United States v. Cherna, 184 F. 3d 403,

407-08 (5th Cr. 1999); United States v. Satterwhite, 980 F. 2d 317,

320-21 (5th Cr. 1992). Therefore, the officers executing the
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warrant had a good-faith basis for relying on the search warrant.

See Cherna, 184 F.3d at 407-08; Satterwhite, 980 F.2d at 321.

Jeffers also argues that the district court’s inposition of
his sentence under the nmandatory United States Sentencing

Qui delines held unconstitutional in United States v. Booker, 125

U S 738 (2005), was reversible plain error. Because he did not
raise this issue in the district court, reviewis limted to plain

error. See Mal donado, 42 F.3d at 912. Fol | owi ng Booker, the

i nposition of a sentence under the mandatory QGui delines was error
that was both plain and obvious. See Mares, 402 F. 3d at 520-21.
However, Jeffers cannot show that the error affected his
substantial rights because the district court sentenced himto 36
mont hs of inprisonnment within the applicable guideline range, and
nothing in the sentencing transcript indicates that the district
court woul d have i nposed a | esser sentence if it had known that the

Gui del i nes were not mandatory. See United States v. Martinez-lugo,

411 F. 3d 597, 600-01 (5th Cr. 2005). Therefore, Jeffers has not
shown that the inposition of his sentence under the mandatory
Gui delines was reversible plain error. See Mares, 402 F. 3d at 520-
21.

AFFI RVED.



