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PER CURI AM *

Jinmmy Mack Bell appeals the sentence inposed follow ng his
guilty-plea conviction for conspiracy to manufacture
met hanphetam ne in violation of 21 U S. C. 88 841 and 846. Bel
argues that the district court clearly erred in not sustaining
his objection to the Presentence Report (PSR) concerning the
anount of nethanphetam ne involved in the offense. Bell has not
denonstrated that the information contained in the PSR and Agent

Chuck Borgeson’s testinony was materially untrue, inaccurate, or

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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unreli abl e. See United States v. Alford, 142 F.3d 825, 831-32

(5th Gr. 1998); United States v. Angulo, 927 F.2d 202, 205 (5th

Cr. 1991). Bell has not shown that the district court’s
determ nation that the offense involved the equival ent of 12,000

kil ograns of marijuana was clearly erroneous. See United States

v. Villanueva, 408 F.3d 193, 203 & n.9 (5th Cr.), cert. denied,

126 S. Ct. 268 (2005).

Bell also argues that the district court violated his Sixth
Amendnent rights by enhancing his sentence based on his
possession of a firearm a fact that was not admtted by him
Al t hough Bell objected to the firearm sentenci ng enhancenent in
the district court, he concedes that he did not raise a Sixth
Amendnent claimin the district court. Therefore, reviewis

limted to plain error. See United States v. Mares, 402 F. 3d

511, 520 (5th Gir.), cert. denied, 126 S. Ct. 43 (2005).

Bel | has not shown that the district court’s enhancenent of
hi s sentence based on his possession of a firearmwas a “cl ear
and obvious” error. The sentencing hearing was held after the

Suprene Court issued its decision in United States v. Booker, 543

US 220, 1256 S. . 738 (2005). The district court determ ned
t hat the enhancenent was applicabl e based on Agent Borgeson’s
testinony at the sentencing hearing that two individuals, Billy
White and Jennifer Blazy, saw Bell in possession of a shotgun in
Cct ober 2003, when Bell and a codefendant were manufacturing

met hanphet am ne. The district court granted the Governnent’s
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nmotion for a downward departure based on Bell’s substanti al

assi stance and i nposed 120 nonths of inprisonnent, one nonth | ess
than the m ninmum sentence within the applicabl e guidelines range.
Bel | has not shown that the district court’s enhancenment of his
sentence based on his firearm possession was based on a

m sapplication of the Guidelines or was unreasonable. See United

States v. Al onzo, F.3d __, 2006 WL 39119 at *3 (5th G r. Jan.

9, 2006) (No. 05-20130).

AFFI RVED.



