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PER CURIAM:*

Eduardo Rocha-Torres appeals from his jury-verdict

conviction for importation of marijuana.  Rocha was arrested

after the vehicle he drove from Mexico into the United States

was found to contain a large amount of marijuana in a hidden

compartment.  

Rocha argues on appeal that the evidence was insufficient to

prove the knowledge element of the crime of conviction.  Looking

at the evidence in the light most favorable to the verdict, we

discern many factors indicating that Rocha was aware that the
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vehicle he was driving contained illegal drugs, including the

fact that he provided conflicting statements to the authorities

regarding the details of his trip and the ownership of the

vehicle, he was paid three times his daily salary for the time

involved in making the trip, and the vehicle contained 80 pounds

of marijuana valued at $40,000 to $80,000.  See United States

v. Ortega Reyna, 148 F.3d 540, 544 (5th Cir. 1998).  Rocha’s

challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the

knowledge element for the crime of conviction fails because the

evidence produced at trial was sufficient to support the jury’s

verdict on that basis.

Rocha also challenges his conviction on the grounds that

the district court refused to give two of his requested jury

instructions.  One of the requested instructions contained

language intended to balance the deliberate-ignorance instruction

and the other instructed that, to prove knowledge, it was

insufficient for the Government to show merely that Rocha

knew that he was involved in something illegal.  Because the

instructions requested by Rocha were substantially covered by

the charge as a whole, the district court did not reversibly err

by abusing its discretion in refusing to give these requested

instructions.  See United States v. Pankhurst, 118 F.3d 345, 350

(5th Cir. 1997); United States v. Correa-Ventura, 6 F.3d 1070,

1076 (5th Cir. 1993); United States v. Stouffer, 986 F.2d 916,

925 n.9 (5th Cir. 1993).  

Accordingly, the district court’s judgment is AFFIRMED.


