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PER CURI AM *

Matty Santi banez appeals her conviction followng a jury
trial for possession with intent to distribute nore than 500
grans of cocaine and inportation of nore then 500 grans of
cocai ne. Santibanez was sentenced to a termof inprisonnment of
100 nonths on each count, to be followed by a five-year term of
supervi sed release, the terns to run concurrently.

Santi banez argues that the evidence was insufficient to

support her convictions because the Governnent failed to prove

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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 she had know edge that cocai ne was concealed in the battery
in her car. Santibanez’s conduct at the tinme of her arrest, her
failure to provide any explanation as to how the recent
alterations to the battery could have occurred, and the |arge
anount of drugs all raised reasonable inferences of guilty

know edge. See United States v. Otega Reyna, 148 F.3d 540, 544

(5th Gr. 1998); United States v. Jones, 185 F.3d 459, 464 (5th

Cr. 1999). Viewed in the light nost favorable to the verdict,
the evidence was sufficient for a rational juror to determ ne
beyond a reasonabl e doubt that Santi banez had know edge of the

presence of the cocaine concealed in her vehicle. See Otega

Reyna, 148 F.3d at 543.

Santi banez argues that the district court erred in allow ng
the prosecutor to make prejudicial and m sl eadi ng statenents
during closing argunent. Santibanez objected to statenents of
t he prosecutor about what was known fromthe evidence presented.
These comments nerely addressed the inferences which the
prosecutor was asking the jury to draw fromthe evidence. Such

coments are not inproper. See United States v. Miunoz, 150 F. 3d

401, 414-15 (5th Gr. 1998).

Santi banez’ s counsel al so unsuccessfully objected to the
prosecutor’s argunment on rebuttal that Santi banez was wor ki ng
wth a drug dealer in transporting the drugs. Santibanez
obj ected that the prosecutor was assum ng facts not in evidence.

During his closing argunent, defense counsel argued that the
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evidence inplied that, unknown to Santi banez, the drugs were
concealed in the car by her son or sone other party. The
prosecutor responded by arguing that it was unlikely that a drug
deal er would all ow Santi banez to unknowi ngly transport such a
val uabl e anount of drugs. The prosecutor was nerely trying to

counter the argunent of defense counsel. See United States v.

Ram rez- Vel asquez, 322 F.3d 868, 874 (5th Cr. 2003).

Santi banez did not file an objection to the other comments
by the prosecutor that she is conpl aining about. Therefore,
reviewis for plain error. See Minoz, 150 F.3d at 415. These
coments nmade by the prosecutor were also argunents as to the
i nferences rai sed by the evidence presented, which was not
i nproper argunent. 1d. at 414-15. Insofar as any of the
coments went beyond the evidence presented, Santibanez has not
shown that the statenents were so prejudicial as to affect her
substantial rights or the integrity of the judicial proceedings.
Therefore, allowing the conmments did not constitute plain error.

See United States v. dano, 507 U S. 725, 732 (1993).

The judgnent of conviction is AFFI RVED



