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Farwett M Iton appeals his 70-nonth prison sentence for his
guilty—plea conviction of distribution of nore than five grans of
cocai ne base, in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1). Mlton
contends that the district court erred in determning the
quantity of cocaine base attributable to himfor sentencing
purposes. He asserts that the district court should not have
consi dered conduct in five indictnment counts that were di sm ssed

pursuant to MIton’s plea agreenent.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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MIton raised such a contention in his objections to the
presentence report; however, he explicitly withdrew the
contention at the beginning of his sentencing hearing. The
w t hdrawal of an objection constitutes the waiver of that

objection by the defendant. United States v. Misquiz, 45 F.3d

927, 931 (5th Cr. 1995). “Wiived errors are entirely
unrevi ewabl e, unlike forfeited errors, which are reviewable for
plain error.” 1d. MIlton's withdrawal of his sentencing
obj ection anbunted to a wai ver thereof and renders the objection
unrevi ewabl e on appeal. See id.

For the first tinme on appeal, MIton contends that the
district court’s consideration of conduct fromthe di sm ssed

counts violated his Sixth Arendnent rights under United States v.

Booker, 543 U. S. 220 (2005). Even after Booker, a district court
is required to calculate the guidelines range in the sane manner
as before Booker and to nmake factual findings by a preponderance

of the evidence. United States v. Johnson, 445 F.3d 793, 797-98

(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 2884 (2006). M Ilton has not

established error, plain or otherwise, as to his Booker claim

See United States v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162 (5th G r. 1994)

(en banc).

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



