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Qdi s Lee Jackson appeals his convictions and sentences for
conspiracy to possess withintent to distribute 50 grans or nore of
cocai ne base and aiding and abetting possession with intent to
distribute 50 grans or nore of cocai ne base. Jackson was sent enced
to life inprisonnent and 10 years of supervised release on each
count, to be served concurrently.

Jackson contends the evidence was insufficient to support his

convi ctions because there was no evi dence that he was aware of the

Pursuant to 5THGOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



drug sale or joined in the conspiracy to sell cocaine. Jackson’s
statenents and actions at the tine of the drug transaction, as well
as the comments he |later nade to his co-defendants and a third-
party, were sufficient to establish his know edge of the drugs,
voluntary participation in the conspiracy, and attenpt to nmake the
venture succeed. Construing the evidence in the I|ight nost
favorable to the CGovernnent, it is sufficient to support both
convi cti ons. See, e.g., Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U S. 307, 318
(1979); United States v. Casilla, 20 F.3d 600, 603 (5th Cr. 1994).

Because Jackson did not object in district court, we review
for plain error his assertion that the district court failed to
conduct the 21 U . S.C. 8 851 col |l oquy before enhanci ng his sentence
based on prior convictions. See United States v. Thomas, 348 F. 3d
78, 86 (5th G r. 2003). Jackson does not contend on appeal, nor
did he contend in district court, that he did not commt the prior
convictions or that they were wunconstitutionally obtained.
Accordi ngly, he has not net the plain error standard. See id.

Jackson al so asserts that the quantity of drugs should have
been proven as an el enent of the offense and that Apprendi v. New
Jersey, 530 U.S. 466 (2000), has rendered 21 U.S.C. 88 841(a) & (b)
unconstitutional. As Jackson concedes, these argunents are
foreclosed by United States v. Slaughter, 238 F.3d 580 (5th Gr.
2000) .
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