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Eddi e Lee McDonal d (“MDonal d”) appeals the sentence inposed
followng his jury-trial convictions for conspiracy to possess
wth intent to distribute nore than 50 grans of crack cocai ne and
possession with intent to distribute between five and 50 grans of
crack cocaine. MDonald argues that the district court clearly
erred by assessing a two-level enhancenent for possession of a
danger ous weapon in connection with drug trafficking offenses

pursuant to U.S.S.G § 2D1.1(b)(1).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



No. 03-60791
-2

Because McDonal d did not specifically chall enge the two-
| evel enhancenent below, we reviewonly for plain error. See

United States v. Burton, 126 F.3d 666, 671 (5th Cr. 1997). A

two- 1 evel enhancenent should be applied “[i]f a dangerous weapon
(including a firearn) was possessed” during a drug trafficking
offense. 8§ 2D1.1(b)(1). The presentence report showed that a
search of McDonald' s Ingalls Avenue apartnent uncovered a firearm
under McDonald’s bed in close proximty to a snmall anount of
marijuana. A search of McDonal d's Jefferson Street residence
uncovered three additional firearns. Testinony at McDonal d’ s
trial indicated that he left his Ingalls Avenue apartnent
carrying a paper bag containing three cookies of crack cocai ne on
the night he was arrested. MDonald did not chall enge any of
this evidence at sentencing. The district court did not plainly

err by assessing the enhancenent. See United States v. Castillo,

77 F.3d 1480, 1498-99 (5th G r. 1996).

AFFI RVED.



