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Crystal Roxann Cotinola pleaded guilty to inportation of 50
kil ograns or nore of marijuana and to possession with intent to
distribute 50 kilograns or nore of marijuana. She was sentenced
to 21 nonths’ inprisonnent for each offense, to be served
concurrently; three years’ supervised rel ease for each of fense,
to be served concurrently; and a $200 speci al assessnent.

Cotinola argues on appeal that the district court erred in

denyi ng her a two-point reduction in her offense | evel as a m nor

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 QR
R 47.5. 4.
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participant in the offense pursuant to U S.S.G § 3Bl.2(b). She
argues that the district court incorrectly based the denial of
her adjustnent on certain irrelevant factors nentioned in the
presentence report and its addendum She al so contends that she
was a nere drug courier and drug couriers generally are nmuch |ess
cul pabl e than other participants. She further asserts that she
was substantially | ess cul pable than other drug couriers because
she was recruited at the |ast m nute, she did not know how nuch
mar i j uana she was carrying, and she did not know the exact anount
t hat she woul d be paid.

The district court did not m sapply the guidelines or
clearly err in determning that Cotinola was not entitled to an
adj ust nent based on her role in the offense. The district court
considered the presentence report inits entirety when naking its
decision. |In addition, Cotinola s status as a courier did not

al one entitle her to a mnor role adjustnent. See United States

v. Rojas, 868 F.2d 1409, 1410 (5th Cr. 1989). Furthernore,
Cotinola was transporting a |arge quantity of marijuana and the
district court was not required to accept her version of the

ci rcunstances surrounding her crine. See United States v.

Buenrostro, 868 F.2d 135, 138 (5th G r. 1989). The district
court did not clearly err in determning that Cotinola did not
show by a preponderance of the evidence that she was entitled to

a downward adjustnent for her mnor role. See United States v.

Brown, 54 F.3d 234, 241 (5th Gr. 1995).
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