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PER CURI AM *

Al vin Eugene Jones appeals his conviction and sentence
for aiding and abetting the establishnment of a nethanphetan ne
manuf acturing facility, manufacturing nethanphetam ne, possessing
a firearmduring and in furtherance of a drug trafficking crine,
and being a felon in possession of a firearm

Jones contends that the district court erred by denying
his notion to suppress. Because the fire investigator’s

di scoveries cane during the course of his investigation into the

Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



cause of the fire, the district court did not err. See M chigan v.

Tyler, 436 U S. 499, 511 (1978). Accordingly, the search warrant
i ssued on the basis of the fire investigator’s observati ons was not

invalid. See United States v. Pigrum 922 F.2d 249, 252 (5th Cr

1991) .
Jones contends that the district court erred in granting
a for-cause juror challenge. Jones has not asserted that the jury

was inpartial. See United States v. Gonzal ez-Balderas, 11 F.3d

1218, 1222 (5th Gr. 1994). Further, as the prospective juror
clearly expressed his uncertainty regarding his ability to apply
the law, the district court did not err in granting the chall enge.

See United States v. Duncan, 191 F.3d 569, 573 (5th Cr. 1999).

Jones argues that the district court erred when it
rejected his proffer of evidence of a prior inconsistent statenent
made by a governnent witness. Jones has alleged neither that the
i nconsi stent statenments were made during the course of the agency
relationship, see FED. R EwviD. 801(d)(2), nor that the inconsistent
statenents were uttered while Deeds was acting at the direction of

the Governnent, cf. Massiah v. United States, 377 U S. 201, 203-04

(1964) .

Jones contends that the district court erred by denying
his notions for acquittal. A review of the trial transcript
indicates that there was sufficient evidence offered to support

each elenment of each of the convictions. See United States v.




Laury, 49 F.3d 145, 151 (5th Gr. 1995); United States v. |zydore,

167 F.3d 213, 219 (5th Gr. 1999).

Jones contends that the district court erred by denying
his request for relief under U S. S.G 8 2D1.8(a)(2), by inposing a
six-level increase under US S G § 2D1.1(b)(5)(C, and by
sentencing him as an arnmed career crimnal. Because Jones
personal ly participated in the underlying offense and possessed a
dangerous weapon in relation to the wunderlying offense, the
district court did not err in denying a reduction under U S S G
§ 2d1.8(a)(2). In light of the children living in Jones’s hone,
the proximty of the exposed chem cal material to a play area, and
t he anount of unsecured chemcal materials, the district court did
not err in I nposi ng t he enhancenent under US S G
8§ 2d1.1(b)(5)(C). Because the jury convicted Jones of possessing
a firearm a conviction supported by sufficient evidence, the
district court did not err in sentencing Jones as a career

crimnal. See, e.d., United States v. Mers, 198 F.3d 160, 164

(5th Gir. 1999).

AFFI RVED.



