IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-20147
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
| SRAEL ADAME,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 95-CR-314-4

Septenber 22, 1999

Before JOLLY, JONES and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

| srael Adane appeals his sentence after pleading guilty to
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute heroin and
met hanphet am ne and di stri bution of heroin. Adanme argues that
the district court erred in failing to find that he was a m nor
participant entitled to a downward adj ustnment of his offense
| evel under U S.S.G 8§ 3Bl1.2(c). The Governnent contends that
Adane is not entitled to a role reduction because he was

sentenced on the basis of only the two drug transactions in which

he actually participated, rather than all the transactions

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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conducted during the course of the conspiracy.

After reviewing the record and the briefs of the parties, we
find no error in not treating Adanme as a mnor participant, as he
supplied the heroin for the two drug transactions on which his
sentence was based. The fact that he may have been a m nor
pl ayer in the larger overall conspiracy does not entitle himto a

mtigating role adjustnent. See United States v. Atanda, 60 F. 3d

196, 199 (5th G r. 1995) (holding that "when a sentence is based
on activity in which a defendant was actually involved, § 3Bl.2
does not require a reduction in the base offense | evel even
t hough the defendant's activity in a larger conspiracy may have
been mnor or mnimal") (citations omtted).

Therefore, the district court did not err, clearly or
ot herwi se, in denying Adane’s request for a mtigating role

adjustnment. See United States v. Flucas, 99 F. 3d 177, 180-81

(5th Gr. 1996). The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



