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PER CURIAM:

Jermaine D. Dickerson appeals from the 189-month
sentence imposed Tfollowing his guilty plea to conspiracy to
distribute heroin and twenty-eight grams or more of cocaine
base. He contends that the district court erred In determining
the quantity of drugs attributable to him and by enhancing his
sentence based on his leadership role 1in the conspiracy.
Finding no clear error, we affirm Dickerson’s sentence.

We review the district court’s determination of drug
amounts attributable to a defendant for clear error. United

States v. Kellam, 568 F.3d 125, 147 (4th Cir. 2009). In

reviewing the district court’s factual determinations, this
court must give “due regard to the opportunity of the district

court to judge the credibility of the witnesses.” United States

v. Uwaeme, 975 F.2d 1016, 1018 (4th Cir. 1992) (internal
quotation marks omitted).

Because there was no specific evidence as to the total
amount of controlled substances i1nvolved in the conspiracy, the

court is permitted to “approximate the quantity [of drugs] to be

used for sentencing.” Uwaeme, 975 F.2d at 1019 (internal
quotation marks omitted). Such an approximation must be based
on evidence that has “sufficient indicia of reliability.” 1d.
at 1021.



We have reviewed the evidence presented at trial prior
to Dickerson’s plea and during the evidentiary hearing held for
the purposes of sentencing, and we conclude that the district
court’s extrapolation was based on evidence that has sufficient
indicia of reliability. We find no clear error in the court’s
determination of the relevant conduct attributable to Dickerson.

Dickerson also challenges the district court’s
determination that he had a leadership role iIn the offense. He
contends that the evidence of his involvement showed merely
buyer and seller relationships among the alleged co-

conspirators. We again review for clear error. United States

v. Thorson, 633 F.3d 312, 317 (4th Cir. 2011).

The Sentencing Guidelines provide for a two-level
adjustment where the defendant is found to be an organizer,
leader, manager, or supervisor 1iIn a conspiracy that involves
fewer than five participants. U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual
§ 3B1.1(c)- In finding that Dickerson exercised control over at

least one other participant, see United States v. Rashwan, 328

F.3d 160, 166 (4th Cir. 2003), the district court relied on
evidence that Dickerson would arrange and prepare sales of
heroin or crack cocaine, directing witness Jonathan McDonald
where to meet the buyer. McDonald would deliver the drugs as
instructed, accept payment from the buyer, and deliver the money

to Dickerson. The district court also found that Dickerson
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exercised some control over Tessa Vinson and Robert Pemberton,
arranging for them to complete drug sales at their apartment on
behalf of the conspiracy.

This evidence supports the district court’s
determination that Dickerson exercised control over at least one
other participant In the conspiracy. Accordingly, we uphold the
two-level sentencing enhancement for having a leadership role.

In conclusion, we affirm Dickerson®s 189-month
sentence. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before this court and argument would not aid the decisional

process.

AFFIRMED



