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PER CURI AM *

A jury convicted Sal vador Ranps of conspiracy to possess
wth intent to distribute a controlled substance and possessi on
with intent to distribute a controlled substance, in violation of
21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1l), (b)(1)(A(viii), and 21 U S.C. § 846.

First, Ranbs argues that the district court abused its
di scretion when it did not admt into evidence the Governnent’s

nmotion to dism ss co-defendant |saias Pintor.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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The Pintor notion does not discuss Ranps’s involvenent in
the offense. Unlike Pintor’s relatively mnor role in the
of fense, Ranbs acted as the supplier of nethanphetam ne and
participated in planning the transaction that resulted in his
arrest. Pintor’s dism ssal does not nake it any nore or |ess
probabl e that Ranbs was i nnocent, and the Governnent’s notion to
dism ss Pintor was therefore not relevant to Ranbs’s case. See
FED. R EwviD. 401. Even if the evidence is considered rel evant,
it was properly excluded because the evidence was cunul ative of
trial testinony that showed the questionable character of the co-
def endants who testified agai nst Ranbs. See FED. R EviD. 403.
The district court therefore did not abuse its discretion when it

excl uded the Pintor notion. See United States v. Taylor, 210

F.3d 311, 314 (5th Gr. 2000).

Second, Pintor argues that the district court erred when it
applied a sentencing enhancenent for possession of a firearm
pursuant to U.S.S.G 8§ 2D1.1(b)(1). Ranpos argues that there was
no direct evidence that he reasonably foresaw that weapons woul d
be involved in the offense.

One of Ranpbs’s co-defendants dropped a firearm when | aw
enforcenent officials attenpted to arrest himafter he had
delivered drugs to the undercover officer. Another firearm was
found in the trunk of a vehicle that was used in the drug
transaction and that bel onged to one of Ranps’s co-def endants.

Evi dence thus establishes that a codefendant know ngly possessed
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a gun while he and Ranpbs jointly engaging in concerted crim nal
activity involving a quantity of narcotics sufficient to support

an inference of intent to distribute. See United States V.

Thomas, 120 F. 3d 564, 574 (5th G r. 1997). The sentencing court
therefore did not conmt error, clear or otherw se, when it
inferred that Ranps should have foreseen his codefendants’s
possessi on of a dangerous weapon and applied the U S. S G
8§ 2D1.1(b) (1) weapons enhancenent. See id.

For the foregoing reasons the judgnment of the district court

i s AFFI RMVED.



