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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
SHARON RENEE PRI CE, al so known as Sharon Price,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. 6:04-CR-195-3

Bef ore REAVLEY, WENER and DEMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Sharon Renee Price was found guilty by a jury of noney
| aundering and was sentenced to 235 nonths in prison. On appeal,
she argues that the evidence was insufficient to establish venue
in the Western District of Texas. Because Price failed to raise
a formal objection before or during trial, she has waived this

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

391-92 (5th GCr. 2001).
Price asserts that the district court erred in inposing a

si x-l evel sentencing enhancenent under U . S.S.G 8§ 2Sl1.1(b)(1)

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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based on a finding that she knew or believed that the | aundered
nmoney constituted proceeds fromthe distribution of a controlled
substance. She al so assets that the district court inproperly
assessed a two-1evel enhancenent under 8§ 2S1.1(b)(3) by finding

t hat she used “sophisticated neans” in the | aundering of the
funds. She has not established that the district court commtted

clear error on either ground. See United States v. Mles, 360

F.3d 472, 481 (5th Gr. 2004); United States v. Castaneda-Cantu,

20 F. 3d 1325, 1335 (5th Gr. 1994).

Price al so contends that the district court failed to nmake
adequate findings that she commtted perjury at trial before
i nposi ng a two-level enhancenent under U. S.S.G 8§ 3Cl.1. She has

not shown reversible error on this ground. See United States v.

Dunni gan, 507 U. S. 87, 91, 94-95 (1993); United States v. Laury,

985 F.2d 1293, 1308-09 & n.20 (5th Gr. 1993). Consequently, the

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



