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

No. 00-40083
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ARTURO CORTEZ CAMPGCS,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. M 99-CR-470-2

 April 10, 2001

Before JOLLY, H G3E NBOTHAM and JONES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Arturo Cortez Canpos argues that the district court clearly
erred in adjusting his offense | evel pursuant to U. S. S. G
8§ 2D1.1(b) for possession of a weapon during a drug-trafficking
of fense because there was not sufficient evidence to support this
fi ndi ng.

A defendant may be held accountable for a codefendant’s

reasonably foreseeabl e possession of a firearmduring the

comm ssion of a drug-trafficking offense. United States v.

Thomas, 120 F. 3d 564, 574 (5th G r. 1997). There was reliable

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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evi dence that Canpos and his codefendant Camargo both
participated in the drug-trafficking offense and that Canpos was
aware that Camargo was in possession of a firearmprior to the
of fense. Thus, the preponderance of the evidence supported the
district court’s finding that it was foreseeable to Canpos that
his acconplice would be in possession of the weapon during the
drug-trafficking offense.

The di scovery of a firearmin a defendant’s residence where
drug-trafficking activities have occurred is sufficient to
support a finding that the defendant was in possession of the
firearmin connection with his drug-trafficking offense. See

United States v. Navarro, 169 F.3d 228, 235 (5th Cr. 1999).

There was reliable evidence that two hundred pounds of marijuana
were to be delivered to Canpos’ residence, and that the sale to
the buyer would be conpleted there. The buyer/agent net with
Canpos at his residence on two occasions with the expectation
that the marijuana would be delivered to himat the residence.
Further, the large sumof cash and scales found in the house al so
i ndi cated that there was ongoing drug activity at the residence.
The preponderance of the evidence supported the district court’s
determ nation that the weapon found in Canpos’ residence was used
in connection with the drug-trafficking activity.

The district court did not clearly err in increasing Canpos’
of fense | evel for the possession of a firearmin connection with
the drug-trafficking offense.

AFFI RVED.



