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Bef ore JONES, BENAVI DES, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jul ian Javi er Rodriguez-Gardea (“Rodriguez”) appeals his
conviction for conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute
and possession with intent to distribute marijuana, in violation
of 21 U S.C. 88 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(C, and 846. He argues that
the district court erred by not granting his notion for judgnment
of acquittal because the evidence was insufficient to prove venue

in the Western District of Texas.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Rodriguez failed to tinely raise a venue objection.

See United States v. Carreon-Pal aci o, 267 F.3d 381, 392-93

(5th Gr. 2001). Thus, he did not preserve the issue for
appel l ate review.

This appeal lacks nerit and borders on frivolity.
Accordingly, Rodriguez’s attorney is cautioned against bringing
such appeals in the future. W remnd himof his obligations
to refrain fromraising frivol ous i ssues on appeal and to avai

hi msel f of the procedures outlined in Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967) for disposing of cases that present no

nonfri vol ous i ssues. See United States v. Humphrey, 7 F.3d 1186,

1191 (5th Gr. 1993). W also adnonish himthat all counsel are

subject to sanctions for bringing frivolous appeals. See United

States v. Burleson, 22 F.3d 93, 95 (5th Cr. 1994). Because

Rodriguez failed to preserve the sole issue raised on appeal,

the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



