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

No. 97-10441
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ANNI E DCOBBI NS,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:96-CR- 153-2-A

Decenber 4, 1997
Before JOLLY, BENAVI DES, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Anni e Dobbins pleaded guilty to maintaining a place for the
purpose of distributing a controlled substance and aiding and
abetting, in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 856(a)(1) and 18 U S.C. § 2.
Dobbi ns appeal s her sentence arguing that the district court erred
i n enhanci ng her base offense | evel two | evels for possession of a
firearmduring a drug offense pursuant to U S.S.G § 2D1.1(b).

We have reviewed the record and the briefs of the parties and

find that the district court did not clearly err in inposing the

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 CR R 47.5. 4.



enhancenent. See United States v. Flucas, 99 F.3d 177, 178 (5th

Cr. 1996); United States v. Rodriguez, 62 F.3d 723, 724-25 (5th

CGr. 1995).

Dobbi ns al so argues that the district court erred by failing
to reduce her base offense |level by two |evels for acceptance of
responsi bility pursuant to 8 3E1.1. The defendant nust prove that
she “clearly denonstrate[d] acceptance of responsibility for her
offense.” § 3El1.1. This court reviews the sentencing court’s
determ nation of acceptance of responsibility wth greater
deference than under the clearly erroneous standard. § 3El.1;
Flucas, 99 F.3d at 180. Acceptance of responsibility may be
established if the defendant (1) enters a plea of quilty prior to
the comencenent of trial, (2) truthfully admts the conduct
conprising the offense of conviction, and (3) truthfully admts, or
does not falsely deny relevant conduct for which she is
accountable. 8§ 3E1.1, coment. (n.3). Conduct evi denci ng
accept ance of responsibility may be out wei ghed, however, by conduct
that is inconsistent with such an acceptance. 8§ 3El.1, comment.
(nn.1(a) & 3). The district court did not clearly err in denying
Dobbi ns a reduction for acceptance of responsibility. Dobbins’s
conduct was inconsistent with an acceptance of responsibility
because she showed no renorse or contrition, she refused to di scuss

the facts of her offense with the officer who prepared the PSR and



she fal sely denied rel evant conduct by arguing that no connection
exi st ed between the revol ver that was seized fromher resi dence and

her drug activity. See United States v. Vital, 68 F.3d 114, 121

(5th Cr. 1995); United States v. Chapa-Garza, 62 F.3d 118, 123

(5th CGr. 1995); United States v. Helnstetter, 56 F.3d 21, 23 (5th

Gir. 1995).
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