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PER CURI AM *

Kennet h Coneaux appeals his sentence following his guilty
pl ea and conviction for possession of cocaine base with intent to
distribute. W affirm

Conmeaux first argues that the court erred by increasing his
base offense | evel by two levels under U S.S.G § 2D1.1(b)(1) for

possessi on of a weapon during a drug-rel ated of fense. Coneaux’s
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argunent that he did not know of the weapon, however, is wthout
merit. “Neither the sentencing guidelines nor the case | aw
requi res that the Governnment prove a defendant had know edge of a

weapon’s existence”. United States v. Flucas, 99 F.3d 177, 179

(5th Gr. 1996). “The adjustnment nust be nmade when a weapon is
found at the scene of the crime unless there is a clear
i nprobability that the weapon is connected to the offense”. |d.

See also United States v. Mergerson, 4 F.3d 337, 350 (5th Cr

1993) (t he governnment nmay satisfy its burden of proving possession
of a weapon by show ng that the weapon was found in the sane

| ocation as the drugs or drug paraphernalia are stored or where a
part of the transaction occurred.) Under the facts of this case,
we find no clear error in the court’s application of the
enhancenment under U . S.S.G § 2D1.1(b)(1).

Comeaux next asserts that the court’s cal culation of the
quantity of cocaine base involved in the offense was clearly
erroneous. He maintains that the district court erred in
considering drugs seized in Decenber 1993 to be part of the sane
course of conduct as the cocai ne base seized during his Cctober
1995 arrest. He also argues that other amounts of drugs seized
were so snmall that they could have supported only a concl usion
that the drugs were for personal use and not distribution.

We review the district court’s drug quantity cal cul ati ons

for clear error. Mergerson, 4 F.3d at 345. In determning the



anount of drugs attributable to a defendant, the sentencing court
is not limted to considering the anmount of drugs seized or

charged in the indictnent. United States v. Mtchell, 964 F. 2d

454, 457-58 (5th Cr. 1992). Instead, 8 1Bl.3(a)(2) authorizes a
sentencing court to consider all acts an om ssions that are part
of the sanme course of conduct or comon schene or plan as the

of fense of conviction. United States v. Hoster, 988 F.2d 1374,

1378 (5th Gr. 1993). 1In the present case, the presentencing
report adequately denonstrates that Conmeaux engaged in drug

di stribution from Decenber 1993 to October 1995 with the
regularity required to find a course of conduct. The |ack of
tenporal proximty is not dispositive. See U S S .G § 1B1.3 cnt
9(B)(1995). The district court did not clearly err inits drug
quantity cal cul ati ons.

Finally, Comeaux asserts that the district court erred when
it failed to award hima three | evel decrease in his offense
| evel for acceptance of responsibility. He argues that his
tinmely guilty plea and his willingness to provide assistance to
t he governnent require such a reduction.

The presentence report recomended denying a reduction,
stating that Coneaux had denied that the 22.39 grans of cocai ne
(which he later pleaded guilty to possessing) were his. The
presentencing report also stated that Coneaux had violated his

conditions of pretrial release by testing positive for cocaine.



The defendant bears the burden of proving that he is

entitled to a downward adjustnent. United States v. Kinder, 946

F.2d 362, 367 (5th Gr. 1991). Moreover, a defendant is not
entitled to a reduction sinply because he enters a guilty plea.

US SG 8 3EL.1cnt. 3 (1995); United States v. Shipley, 963

F.2d 56, 58 (5th G r. 1992). Attenpts to mnimze participation
in an of fense do not denonstrate sincere contrition regarding the
full extent of crimnal conduct for acceptance of responsibility.

United States v. Thomas, 12 F.3d 1350, 1372 & n.39 (5th Gr.

1994) .

AFFI RVED.



