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Renal do Nem ah Renfro appeals his sentence follow ng his
guilty-plea conviction of one count of conspiracy to possess with
intent to distribute | ess than 100 grans of phencycli di ne
("PCP"). He argues that the district court erred in denying his
request for a downward adjustnment to his offense | evel based on
his mnor role in the offense of conviction pursuant to U S. S G

§ 3Bl1. 2.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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A district court's determ nation 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
US S G 8 3Bl.2 reduction is entitled to great deference.

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

Renfro was driving the vehicle in which the PCP was found
wth his two co-defendants as passengers. He admtted being
present when the drugs were purchased in Houston and knew t he PCP
was in the vehicle, which he was transporting to Beaunont. He
also admtted that all three nen had been snoking marijuana, and
he gave a false nane to police when they stopped the vehicle.
Finally, police recorded a conversation anong the three nen
di scussing the fact that one of them should take responsibility
for all the drugs. The district court was not bound by Renfro's
sel f-serving statenents about his role in the offense. See

United States v. Brown, 54 F.3d 234, 241 (5th Gr. 1995). Renfro

failed to show that he was substantially | ess cul pable than the
average participant. The denial of a mnor role adjustnent was

not clear error. See United States v. Garcia, 242 F.3d 593, 598

(5th Gir. 2001).

AFFI RVED.



