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PER CURIAM.

A jury convicted Francisco Santanaof drug conspiracy and arelated charge. We
affirmed his convictions and sentences on direct appeal. See United States v. Ortiz-
Martinez, 1 F.3d 662 (8th Cir. 1993). Santana then filed a federa habeas petition
under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 asserting severa claims. Thedistrict court denied relief, but
certified two issuesfor appeal involving ineffective assistance of appellate counsel. To
establish ineffective assistance of counsel, Santana must show both that his attorney's
performance fell below an objective standard of reasonableness and that the deficient
performance actually prejudiced him. See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668,




687-88 (1994). Santanacannot make this showing. Santanafirst asserts hisappellate
attorney should have objected to factual misrepresentations in the government's
appellate brief. The alegedly misrepresented facts were not material to any issue
decided on appeal or relied on in our opinion to support affirmance of Santana's
convictions. Thus, Santana cannot show areasonabl e probability that hisdirect appeal
would have been successful absent the failure to object to the alleged
misrepresentations. For his other ineffective assistance claim, Santana contends his
appellate attorney should have challenged the addition of two pointsto hisbase offense
level for possession of afirearm under U.S.S.G. § 2D1.1(b)(1) because there was no
evidenceto show he possessed firearms. To have prevailed on the claim, however, the
attorney would have had to convince usthe district court'sfactual findingswereclearly
erroneous, and Santana offers no reasons why they were. Santana cannot show the
fallure to challenge the § 2D1.1(b)(1) addition prejudiced him. Besides, the increase
properly applies to a defendant like Santana.  Although Santana did not personally
possess weapons, his coconspirators possessed them and the possession was
reasonably foreseeableto him. See United Statesv. Turpin, 920 F.2d 1377, 1386 (8th
Cir. 1990). We affirm the district court.
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