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Larry D. Andings, Jr., appeals the sentence inposed
followng his guilty-plea conviction for distribution of cocaine
base and having a prior conviction for sentence enhancenent
pur poses. Andings argues that the district court erred by
determ ning that the drug transactions between himand Derrick
Smth were rel evant conduct under U S.S.G 8§ 1B1.3. For the

first tinme on appeal, Andings contends that the district court’s
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consideration of the hearsay statenents of Smth and Asa Lee
Goldsmth at sentencing was erroneous because the hearsay
statenents did not have sufficient indicia of reliability and
because considering themviolated his confrontation and due
process rights. Andings concedes that his confrontation and due
process argunents are forecl osed, but requests that we nake an
exception to our precedent because of the large increase in his
sentence. Also for the first tinme on appeal, Andings asserts
that the district court’s drug quantity determ nati on was not
supported by a preponderance of the evidence.

Qur review of the record and the argunents and authorities
convinces us that no reversible error was commtted. The
district court’s finding that the drug transacti ons between
Andi ngs and Smth were relevant conduct was not clearly

erroneous. See United States v. Ocana, 204 F.3d 585, 589-91 (5th

Cir. 2000). As the hearsay statenents had sufficient indicia of
reliability, the district court did not commt error, plain or

ot herwi se, by considering themat sentencing. See United States

v. Gaytan, 74 F.3d 545, 558 (5th Gir. 1996). As Andi ngs
acknow edges, his confrontation and due process argunents are

foreclosed by this court’s precedent. See United States v.

Young, 981 F.2d 180, 187-88 (5th Gr. 1992). W wll not forge
an exception to our established precedent in this case because an
error that requires the extension of precedent to identify cannot

be plain error. See United States v. Hull, 160 F.3d 265, 272
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(5th Gr. 1998). Finally, as the district court’s drug quantity
determ nation was not inplausible in Iight of the evidence as a
whol e, the district court did not conmt error, plain or

otherwi se, in making the drug quantity determ nation. See United

States v. Davis, 76 F.3d 82, 84-85 (5th Cr. 1996).

AFF| RMED.



