IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-30830
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
LARRY WASHI NGTON, JR., also known as Tick

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Louisiana
USDC No. 98- CR-20059-2
~ August 23, 2000

Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and POLITZ and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Larry Washington, Jr., also known as Tick, appeals fromthe
sentence following his guilty-plea conviction for conspiracy to
distribute cocaine base. He argues that the district court erred
by relying on the testinony of an FBI agent and three of his
codef endant s because such testinony was not sufficiently reliable
for sentenci ng purposes. Because Washi ngton did not object to

the adm ssion of such testinony on this basis at sentencing, this

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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issue is reviewed only for plain error. See United States v.

d ano, 507 U.S. 725, 731-37 (1993); see also FED. R CRM P. 52(b).
A sentencing court “may consider relevant information

W thout regard to its adm ssibility under the rul es of evidence

applicable at trial, provided that the information has sufficient

indicia of reliability to support its probable accuracy.”

US S G 8 6Al.3(a). Al facts used for sentencing purposes mnust

be “reasonably reliable.” United States v. Shacklett, 921 F.2d

580, 584-85 (5th Cr. 1991). The testinonies of the FBI Agent
and the three codefendants were essentially consistent with each
ot her regardi ng Washington’s participation in the drug-
trafficking conspiracy, and the district court held Washi ngton
accountable for only a fraction of the drug quantities referenced
intheir testinonies. The district court did not err, plainly or
otherwi se, in basing its drug-quantity cal cul ati on on such

testi noni al evi dence. See United States v. Mrris, 46 F.3d 410,

425-26 (5th Gir. 1996).
AFFI RVED.



