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

No. 92-8544
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
JUDI TH ANN COPELAND JONES,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. 91-CR-101-9
~ June 23, 1993
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, WENER, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Judith Ann Copel and Jones appeals the district court's
assessnent of the ampunt of drugs attributable to cal cul ate her
base offense |l evel. She argues that the district court should
have based her sentence on the anmount of drugs directly
attributable to her and not on the anmount of drugs attributed to
her supplier, Lynn Dal e Mooring.

A gui delines sentence will be upheld "so long as it results

froma correct application of the guidelines to factual findings

which are not clearly erroneous.” United States v. Sarasti, 869

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



No. 92-8544
-2-
F.2d 805, 806 (5th Gr. 1989). The district court's findings
regarding the quantity of drugs to be used in setting the base
of fense | evel are reviewed on appeal only for clear error.

United States v. Anqulo, 927 F.2d 202, 205 (5th Cr. 1991). A

def endant's base offense | evel shall be determ ned on the basis

of "all acts and om ssions commtted or aided and abetted by the
defendant, or for which the defendant woul d be ot herw se
accountable. . . ." US S G § 1Bl1.3(a)(1).

Jones and Mooring were nenbers of a |arge-scal e drug
conspiracy distributing nethanphetam ne/ anphetam ne in central
Texas. Jones received net hanphetam ne from Mooring on a regul ar
basis. She w tnessed Moring supply another individual and knew
of his dealings with several other people. Jones knew nost of
the codefendants for years and had net and known ot her people in
the conspiracy. Wen Jones was unable to receive a supply from
Mooring, she would receive the nethanphetam ne from ot her
suppliers in the conspiracy.

I ndi vidual s dealing in sizable anmounts of controlled
subst ances "should be presuned to know that they were

participating in an organi zati on beyond their individual

i nvol venent." United States v. Devine, 934 F.2d 1325, 1337 (5th

Cr. 1991), cert. denied, 112 S.C. 954 (1992). The district

court's calculation of the quantity of drugs attributable to
Jones is not clearly erroneous. The appellant's sentence is

AFFI RVED.



