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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

In these consolidated appeals, Gumercindo Arcadio-Estevez and
Arnulfo Jaimes appeal their convictions and sentences. The Appel-
lants were convicted of one count of conspiracy to distribute in excess
of five kilograms of cocaine hydrochloride, in violation of 21 U.S.C.
§§ 841, 846(a)(1), (b)(1)(A) (2000). On appeal, both Appellants chal-
lenge the district court’s finding regarding drug quantity for sentenc-
ing purposes. Arcadio-Estevez claims evidence from a witness
regarding domestic abuse was admitted in error. Finding no reversible
error, we affirm. 

Arcadio-Estevez contends evidence of drug quantity was vague and
imprecise. Jaimes contends the Government did not prove by a pre-
ponderance of the evidence that he was responsible for five kilograms
of cocaine. The district court’s drug quantity determination is
reviewed for clear error, United States v. Fletcher, 74 F.3d 49, 55 (4th
Cir. 1996), although the Government has the burden of establishing
the amount by a preponderance of the evidence, United States v.
D’Anjou, 16 F.3d 604, 614 (4th Cir. 1994). The Sentencing Guide-
lines do not demand certainty and precision; they demand that a court
do the best it can with the evidence in the record, erring on the side
of caution. United States v. Cook, 76 F.3d 596, 604 (4th Cir. 1996).
Based on trial testimony, the jury’s guilty verdicts, and the Presen-
tence Investigation Report, we find the district court did not clearly
err with regard to its drug quantity findings.
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Arcadio-Estevez did not object to evidence regarding abuse of his
girlfriend. In fact, he brought out more evidence concerning the abuse
on cross-examination. Our review is for plain error. Under this stan-
dard, Arcadio-Estevez must show: (1) there was error; (2) the error
was plain; and (3) the error affected substantial rights. United States
v. Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 732 (1993). If the three elements are met, we
may exercise our discretion to notice the error only if the error "seri-
ously affect[s] the fairness, integrity, or public reputation of judicial
proceedings." Olano, 507 U.S. at 732 (internal quotation marks omit-
ted). We find the evidence of abuse was relevant and not substantially
outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. See Fed. R. Evid. 402,
403. 

Accordingly, we affirm the convictions and sentences. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED
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