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PER CURIAM:*

Cory I. Paris challenges his sentence following his

guilty plea conviction for six counts of wire fraud, one count of

bank fraud, and three counts of transportation of stolen goods in

interstate commerce.  Paris argues that the district court failed

to follow the application notes to U.S.S.G. § 2B1.1 when it

considered that the eBay sales prices underrepresented the retail

value of the items sold on eBay. He asserts that the eBay sales

price was the fair market value upon which the district court
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should have based its estimate of the amount of loss related to the

items sold on eBay.

Because Paris did not raise this argument in the district

court, we review for plain error.  United States v. Villegas, 404

F.3d 355, 358 (5th Cir. 2005).  Paris has cited no relevant

authority showing that when stolen items are sold on eBay, the

district court must base its loss estimation only on the eBay sales

price. Accordingly, Paris has not shown that the district court

erred, plainly or otherwise, in its method of estimating the amount

of loss.

Paris states that “due to the court’s failure to follow

the policy statement of the guidelines in computing the fair market

value of the loss, it neglected to consider his personal property

as a credit against the loss.”  He has not adequately briefed any

argument about credit against losses and any such argument is

deemed abandoned.  See United States v. Thames, 214 F.3d 608, 612

n.3 (5th Cir. 2000); United States v. Valdiosera-Godinez, 932 F.2d

1093, 1099 (5th Cir. 1991). Similarly, Paris has not adequately

briefed and, thus, has abandoned any argument regarding the

district court’s factual findings of the amount of loss.  To the

extent Paris makes such arguments adequately for the first time in

his reply brief, we decline to address them.  See United States v.

Aguirre-Villa 460 F.3d 681, 683 n.2 (5th Cir. 2006).

AFFIRMED.


