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Before JOLLY, BENAVIDES, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:*

Charles Michael Lawrence has appealed the sentence imposed by

the district court following entry of his guilty plea to count 1 of

an indictment charging him with conspiracy to possess with intent

to distribute methamphetamine.  Lawrence contends that the district

court erred in determining that he was a manager or supervisor in

the conspiracy and in imposing a 3-level increase in offense level

pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 3B1.a(b).  Because Lawrence did not object
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to the district court to the upward adjustment, we review this

issue for plain error.  See United States v. Mitchell, 31 F.3d 271,

278 (5th Cir. 1994).  The district court’s finding as to Lawrence’s

role in the offense was not plainly erroneous.  See id.  Lawrence

contends that he was entitled to a reduction in offense level under

the “Safety Valve” provision of U.S.S.G. § 5C1.2.  Lawrence

concedes that this provision does not apply to defendants who are

found to be managers or supervisors under § 3B1.1.  Lawrence

contends that the government failed to prove that the conspiracy

dealt in d-Methamphetamine, as opposed to 1-Methamphetamine, which

is less severely punished under the guidelines.  See United States

v. O’Bryant, 136 F.3d 980, 981-82 (5th Cir. 1998).  The district

court’s implicit finding that the conspiracy was dealing in

d-Methamphetamine was not clearly erroneous.  The judgment is
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