IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus

AARON AUGUSTUS, al so known as
ERI C AUGUSTUS,

Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 96-CR-9
Novenber 24, 1997
Before JONES, SM TH and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel I ant Aaron Augustus appeals his sentence for his guilty
pl ea conviction for various drug-related crinmes and his jury
conviction for carrying a firearmduring a drug trafficking
of fense. Augustus argues that the district court erred in
denying hima three-level reduction for acceptance of
responsibility based on his fal sely denying possession of a
firearm To support his argunent, Augustus contends that various

sections of the U S. Sentencing Guidelines inplicitly prohibit
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the district court from considering any rel evant conduct rel ated
to his 18 U S.C. 8 924(c)(1) for purposes of determ ning whether
he accepted responsibility for his drug convictions. Augustus’s
argunents are unpersuasive. Because Augustus did not object to
the denial of reduction for acceptance of responsibility on the

foregoing grounds, we review for plain error. See United States

v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-64 (5th Gr. 1994)(en banc)(citing

United States v. O ano, 507 U.S. 725, 731-37 ( 1993 )), cert.

deni ed, 513 U. S. 1196 (1995).

| nasnmuch as Augustus’s denial that he was responsible for
the two kil ograns of cocai ne seized by Texas authorities would
solely support the district court’s determnation that he was not
entitled to a reduction for acceptance of responsibility the
district court did not conmt plain error. Further, because the
law is not clear regarding whether the district court may
consider acts giving rise to a 18 U S.C. 8§ 924(c)(1) conviction
as rel evant conduct for purposes of denying a downward adj ust nent
for acceptance of responsibility on a drug trafficking
conviction, “any error on the part of the trial court could not

be plain.” See Calverley, 37 F.3d at 165.

AFFI RVED.



