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Armando Martinez appeals his sentence following a guilty-
pl ea conviction for distribution of cocaine. Martinez argues
that the district court erred in finding that he possessed a
firearmduring the comm ssion of the offense and, as a result, in
i nposi ng a two-l evel enhancenent pursuant to U S. S G
8§ 2D1.1(b) (1) and denying a safety-val ve adjustnent pursuant to

U S S G 8§ 5C1. 2.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Section 2D1.1(b)(1) calls for a two-level increase in the
of fense level for a drug trafficking offense “[i]f a dangerous
weapon (including a firearm was possessed.” U S S G
8§ 2D1.1(b)(1). Because the confidential informant saw, on at
| east one occasion, Martinez wearing a weapon during the offense
and a weapon was found in the sane |ocation where a nunber of
of fenses occurred, we find that the district court did not
clearly err in finding that Martinez possessed a firearmduring

the comm ssion of the offense. See United States v. Jacqui not,

258 F.3d 423, 430 (5th Cr. 2001).

Additionally, the district court’s finding that Martinez
possessed a firearmfor purposes of U S. S.G § 2D1.1(b)(1) also
“disqualified [hinl] frombeing eligible for the ‘safety val ve

provision of US.S.G 8§ 5Cl.2.” United States v. Flucas, 99 F.3d

177, 178-79 (5th Gr. 1996). Because Martinez has failed to show
that the district court erred in inposing the U S S G

8§ 2D1. 1(b) (1) enhancenent, he consequently has also failed to
show that the district court erred in determ ning that he was

ineligible under U.S.S.G 8 5Cl1.2. See id.; Vasquez, 161 F.3d

909, 912-13 (5th Gr. 1998).

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



