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PER CURIAM:

Crystal Nichole Hoffman pled guilty, pursuant to a
plea agreement, to one count of distribution of cocaine, 1in
violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) (2006). At sentencing, the
district court overruled her objection to the drug quantity
attributed to her iIn the presentence report and concluded that
she was responsible for at least 500 grams of cocaine. The
court sentenced Hoffman to forty-two months of imprisonment, and
she timely appealed. On appeal, Hoffman argues that the
district court clearly erred in finding that she was responsible
for at Ileast 500 grams of cocaine. She asserts that the
evidence supported a conclusion that she personally consumed at
least half the cocaine she purchased, and that cocaine
personally consumed was not relevant conduct to the distribution
offense of conviction. We affirm.

This court reviews the district court’s calculation of
the quantity of drugs attributable to a defendant for sentencing

purposes for clear error. United States v. Randall, 171 F.3d

195, 210 (4th Cir. 1999). Clear error occurs when the court,
upon reviewing the record as a whole, is ““left with the
definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been

committed.”” Easley v. Cromartie, 532 U.S. 234, 242 (2001)

(quoting United States v. United States Gypsum Co., 333 U.S.

364, 395 (1948)). “If the defendant objects to a quantity

2



recommended In a presentence report, the district court must
make an independent resolution of the factual 1issues raised by

the objection.” United States v. Williams, 152 F.3d 294, 300-01

(4th Cir. 1998). The Government must establish the quantity of
drugs attributable to a defendant by a preponderance of the
evidence and may do so through the introduction of relevant and

reliable evidence. United States v. Jones, 31 F_.3d 1304, 1316

(4th Cir. 1994).

“Where there i1s no drug seizure or the amount seized
does not reflect the scale of the offense, the court shall
approximate the quantity of the controlled substance.” U.S.

Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 2D1.1, comment. (n.12) (2008).

“The district court 1i1s afforded broad discretion as to what
information to credit in making its calculations.” United

States v. Cook, 76 F.3d 596, 604 (4th Cir. 1996) (internal

quotation marks omitted). Our review of the record leads us to
conclude that the district court did not err 1iIn 1its drug
quantity determination.

Accordingly, we affirm Hoffman’s sentence. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
conclusions are adequately presented In the materials before the

court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



