
*  Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR.
R. 47.5.4.
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--------------------
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--------------------
September 23, 2002

Before JOLLY, JONES and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:*

Luis Eduardo Espinosa-Ossa appeals his sentence following

his guilty-plea conviction of one count of possession of one

kilogram or more of heroin with intent to distribute.  He argues

that the district court committed reversible error in denying his

request for a downward adjustment to his offense level based on

his allegedly minor role in the offense of conviction pursuant to

U.S.S.G. § 3B1.2.  He contends that the district court erred in
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basing its denial of his request for this adjustment on the mere

fact that he had a prior conviction for a similar offense.

A district court’s determination of a defendant’s role in

the offense is a factual finding that this court reviews for

clear error.  United States v. Deavours, 219 F.3d 400, 404 (5th

Cir. 2000).  Further, the district court’s refusal to grant a

U.S.S.G. § 3B1.2 reduction is entitled to great deference. 

United States v. Devine, 934 F.2d 1325, 1340 (5th Cir. 1991). 

The district court based its decision to deny this request

on its determination that Espinosa-Ossa was a particularly

sophisticated courier who played an integral part in the

operation.  Espinosa-Ossa has not shown that the district court

clearly erred in making this determination and denying his

request for a U.S.S.G. § 3B1.2 adjustment.  See U.S.S.G. § 3B1.2;

see also United States v. Miranda, 248 F.3d 434, 446-47 (5th Cir.

2001); United States v. Pofahl, 990 F.2d 1456, 1485 (5th Cir.

1993).  The judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED.  


