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PER CURI AM *

Mari a Sanpson appeal s her conviction after a jury trial of
assault within the maritine and territorial jurisdiction of the
United States. Sanpson argues that the evidence is insufficient
to show that she assaulted her 12-year-old adopted son or that
the alleged assault occurred within the special maritinme and

territorial jurisdiction of the United States. She al so argues

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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that the district court erroneously adnmtted hearsay evidence and
that she was unlawful ly arrested.

The victimof the assault testified that Sanpson struck him
three or four times wwth a belt and that she had caused sone of
the bruises on his back. Physicians testified that there were
pattern bruises on the victinms back and that sone of the bruises
had been inflicted recently. The school officials to whomthe
victimreported the abuse al so provided corroborating testinony
regarding the recent nature of the victinmis wounds. The victim
stated that the incident occurred at his hone, and there was
testinony that the home was | ocated on Lackland Air Force Base
and was within the special maritinme and territorial jurisdiction
of the United States. The evidence is sufficient to support the
determ nation that Sanpson assaulted her adopted son and that
this assault took place within the special maritinme and

territorial jurisdiction of the United States. See United States

v. Perrien, 274 F.3d 936, 939-40 (5th GCr. 2001).

Sanpson has not established error with respect to the
testinony that she cites as hearsay evidence. Her objections to
Agent John Whitson’s testinony that the victimtold himthat his
injuries were caused by Sanpson and to the adm ssion of a portion
of a nedical record were sustained by the district court. Dr.
Regi nal d Moore testified that the victimstated that he sustained
injuries fromfingernails while he was being choked and that he

was hit with a shoe and with a broom This evidence was
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adm ssi bl e pursuant to FED. R EviD. 803(4) as statenents nmade for
t he purpose of nedical treatnent.

To the extent Sanpson chal | enges ot her statenents nade by
Moore, she did not object to this testinony and, given the
victinms testinony, it was not plain error to admt it. See

United States v. Cantu, 167 F.3d 198, 203 (5th Gr. 1999).

Sanpson did not object to the cited testinony of Terry Bills and
Mary Catherine Norton, and the adm ssion of this testinony was
cunul ative and did not constitute plain error.

Sanpson objected to Dr. Shane Stokes’s testinony that the
victimtold himthat it was Sanpson who struck him This
evi dence al so was cunul ative and was harmless in |ight of the
strength of the prosecution’s case and defense counsel’s ability
to cross-examne the witness. To the extent that Sanpson raises
addi tional testinony by Stokes as hearsay she has not established
pl ain error because his statenents either were not offered for
the truth of the matter asserted, or were not material to
determ ni ng whet her Sanpson assaulted the victim Accordingly,
Sanpson has not shown that her substantial rights were affected
by the erroneous adm ssion of any hearsay evi dence.

Sanpson does not support her argunent that she was
unlawful ly arrested with any record evidence, other than to show
that she was questioned regarding the incident. Her contention
that she was unlawfully arrested is at odds with her argunent

that she cooperated with investigators and spoke to themfreely.
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I n denyi ng Sanpson’s notion to suppress, the district court found
that the record showed that Sanpson was advi sed several tines
that she was not in custody. The court also noted that she was a
| aw school graduate. Sanpson’s concl usional assertion that she
was arrested unlawfully is insufficient to establish error. See

United States v. Volksen, 766 F.2d 190, 193 (5th Cr. 1985).

AFFI RVED.



