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PER CURI AM

Andre Juni or Covington appeals his 420-nonth sentence
followng his jury convictions for possession with intent to
distribute marijuana, inviolation of 21 U S.C. § 841(a)(1) (2000);
possession of a firearmin furtherance of a drug trafficking crine,
inviolation of 18 U . S.C. § 924(c)(1)(A) (2000); and possession of
a firearm by a convicted felon, in violation of 18 U S. C
88 922(g)(1) and 924(e) (2000). Finding no error, we affirm

Covi ngt on mai nt ai ns that under Bl akely v. Washi ngton, 542

U S. 296 (2004), the district court violated his Sixth Anendnent
rights by declining to award him a sentencing reduction for
accept ance of responsibility. Because Covington did not raise this
obj ection at sentencing, we reviewfor plain error. Fed. R Cim

P. 52(b); United States v. O ano, 507 U S. 725, 731-32 (1993).

The Suprene Court held in United States v. Booker, 125 S.

Ct. 738, 746, 750 (2005), that the nmandatory manner in which the
federal sentencing guidelines required courts to i npose sentenci ng
enhancenents based on facts found by the court by a preponderance
of the evidence violated the Si xth Anendnent. However, Booker does
not preclude judicial determnations of the applicability of
sentence reductions, such as for the acceptance of responsibility.
Accordingly, we conclude that the district court did not conmt
plain error in declining to award Covington a sentence reduction

for acceptance of responsibility and affirmthe sentence.



We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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