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PER CURIAM:*

Daniel Rodriguez-Cerda (“Rodriguez”) pled guilty to possession of marijuana with intent to

distribute in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1).  He now appeals the district court’s order that he pay

$26,217.95 in restitution.

Restitution for Rodriguez’s offense is authorized by 18 U.S.C. § 3663, which identifies certain

factors the court “shall consider” “in determining whether to order restitution under this section.”

18 U.S.C. § 3663(a)(1)(B)(i) (listing the victims’ loss, the defendant’s financial resources, the

defendant’s earning ability, and his dependents’ needs).  Rodriguez argues that the court failed to



     1 The government argues that we should only review Rodriguez’s appellate claims for plain error, as he did not
preserve them below.  We need not resolve this question as, even assuming Rodriguez preserved his claims below, they
plainly lack merit.

     2 He does not challenge the court’s calculation of the victims’ loss.  Nor does he challenge the court’s finding
that these persons were victims of his offense. 
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consider these factors, but this is belied by the record.1  The pre-sentence report (“PSR”) contained

adequate information on these factors.  The court declined to impose a fine on Rodriguez because

of his indigency, indicating that it considered the information in the PSR.  It then noted the loss

suffered by the victims and expressly adopted “all justifications” set forth in the PSR.

Moreover, we require no express findings on the § 3663 factors when the record contains

information which allows us to review the court’s restitution order.  See United States v. Patterson,

837 F.2d 182, 183-84 (5th Cir. 1988).  Because the PSR allows us to review the court’s decision, the

court  was not required to make express findings.

Rodriguez also argues that restitution was improper in light of his indigency.2  While the PSR

showed t hat he had minimal assets, education, and job skills, and that he had two dependents, we

have upheld far larger restitution orders against similarly-situated defendants.  See, e.g., United States

v. Schinnell, 80 F.3d 1064, 1071-72 (5th Cir. 1996); United States v. Ryan, 874 F.2d 1052, 1054 (5th

Cir. 1989).  Thus, the district court did not abuse its discretion by ordering restitution.  Cf. United

States v. Blocker, 104 F.3d 720, 737 (5th Cir. 1997).

Affirmed.


