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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Fidelina Dela Paz Vanegas appeals from her 151-month sentence
for conspiracy to distribute and possess with intent to distribute
cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 846 (West 1999), and two
counts of distribution of five grams or more of cocaine base, in viola-
tion of 21 U.S.C.A. § 841(a) (West 1999 & Supp. 2002). On appeal,
Vanegas contends that the district court erred in attributing 167.6
grams of crack cocaine to her at sentencing. We have reviewed the
record and find no error. 

When the quantity of drugs to be attributed to the defendant is dis-
puted, the government bears the burden of proving the amount by a
preponderance of the evidence, and the district court must indepen-
dently resolve the issue. United States v. Gilliam, 987 F.2d 1009,
1013 (4th Cir. 1993). To resolve the issue, the court is free to consider
any relevant information that has sufficient indicia of reliability to
support its probable accuracy. U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual
§ 6A1.3 (2000). The district court’s factual findings on the weight of
the drugs are reviewed for clear error. United States v. Randall, 171
F.3d 195, 210 (4th Cir. 1999). 

Vanegas argues that the 117 grams of crack cocaine the district
court attributed to her based upon the testimony of Rafael Soriano is
clear error. The district court relied upon the testimony of Soriano,
who testified that for several years he purchased cocaine base from
Vanegas on a regular basis. He testified that he purchased amounts in
increasing quantities including: three and a half, seven, fourteen,
thirty-one, and sixty-two grams each. We conclude that this testimony
is sufficient to meet the Government’s burden of proving drug amount
by a preponderance of the evidence. To the extent that Vanegas chal-
lenges Soriano’s testimony based upon his credibility, we cannot dis-
turb the district court’s credibility determination. United States v.
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Saunders, 886 F.2d 56, 60 (4th Cir. 1989). We also do not find per-
suasive Vanegas’ challenge to drug quantity attributed based upon the
statements of Dr. Joseph Poirier, who evaluated Vanegas’ children at
her request. 

We therefore find that the record does not reveal that the district
court clearly erred in attributing 167.6 grams of crack cocaine to
Vanegas and affirm the judgment. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process. 

AFFIRMED
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