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Maurici o Guzman- Sal i nas (Guzman) appeals the sentence
i nposed following his plea of guilty to one count of conspiracy
to possess with intent to distribute five or nore kil ograns of
cocai ne and one count of aiding and abetting another to possess
wth intent to distribute five or nore kil ograns of cocaine. W
affirm

Guzman first challenges the sufficiency of the evidence

supporting the district court’s inposition of a two-|evel

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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increase under U.S.S.G § 3B1.1 for Guzman’s role as a manager or
organi zer. W reviewthe district court’s factual findings for

cl ear error. United States v. Creech, 408 F.3d 264, 270 n.2

(5th Gr. 2005), pet. for cert. filed (COct. 11, 2005) (No. 05-

7201). Inits witten statenent of reasons, the district court
adopted the findings of the Presentence Report (PSR), which set
forth facts showi ng that Guzman coordi nated transportation of the
| oad of cocaine at issue, took control of the operation after
Manuel Zuniga becane ill, and instructed the driver of the | oad
regarding its delivery. @Gven these facts, the district court’s
concl usion that the enhancenent was appropriate was not clearly

erroneous. See United States v. Turner, 319 F. 3d 716, 725 (5th

Cr. 2003) (8 3Bl1.1 enhancenent was appropriate where defendant
directed activities of another in sending and accepti ng packages
regarding marijuana and paid himfor those services); United

States v. Ayala, 47 F.3d 688, 690 (5th Gr. 1995 (a PSR

generally bears sufficient indica of reliability to support a
district court’s factual findings).

Guzman next contends that the district court’s inposition of
t he enhancenent based on facts neither admtted by hi mnor found
by a jury beyond a reasonabl e doubt violated his Sixth Amendnent

rights pursuant to United States v. Booker, 125 S. C. 738

(2005). We reject Guzman’s argunent that his objection to
sufficiency of the evidence supporting the enhancenent preserved

this issue for appeal, as his objection did not sufficiently
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alert the district court that Guzman was raising a Sixth

Amendnent challenge. See, e.qg., United States v. Pennell, 409

F.3d 240, 244-45 (5th Gr. 2005). Thus, we review for plain

error. See United States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 520 (5th Gr.),

cert. denied, 126 S. . 43 (2005). G@uzman has not shown that

any Sixth Anmendnent error affected his substantial rights,
because there is nothing in the record to indicate that the
district court would have reached a significantly different
result under an advisory rather than a nmandatory Sentencing
CGui delines schene. See id. For the sane reason, we reject
Guzman’ s additional unpreserved challenges to the district

court’s determnation of drug quantity and its application of the

Guidelines as mandatory. See id.; see also United States V.

Martinez-Lugo, 411 F.3d 597, 600 (5th G r. 2005), cert. denied,

S. C. , 2005 W 2494163 (Cct. 11, 2005) (No. 05-6242).

AFFI RVED.



