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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
V.
ALBERTO MANUEL GARCI A- GONZALEZ, al so known as Tito,
al so known as Al berto Lnu; OLGA BEN TEZ
al so known as 4 ga Gsorio,

Def endant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeal fromUnited States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas

Decenber 13, 1999
Bef ore JONES, BARKSDALE and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Garci a- Gonzal ez and Benitez chal |l enge vari ous aspects of
their convictions for marijuana trafficking. Having reviewed the
briefs and carefully considered the argunents of counsel and
pertinent portions of the record, we affirmin all respects.

Bot h appellants argue that the district court abused its
discretion in admtting the testinony of Agent Marshall as to the

meani ng of drug “code” words. W find no abuse of discretion.

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determi ned that this opinion
should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5.4.



United States v. Giffith, 118 F.3d 318 (5" CGir. 1997). Gven the

agent’ s professi onal background and experience, and t he hel pful ness
to the jury of his identification of drug traffickers code
| anguage, the court did not err in admtting his testinony.

There is sufficient evidence to support Garcia’s
conviction for use of a telephone to facilitate a drug trafficking
of fense. The appellant’s conversation with Benitez, when taken in
context wth other evidence in the record, showed that he was
suppl yi ng her noney to acquire marijuana and that, within a couple
of days, he did acquire marijuana for resale through her efforts.

The court did not abuse its discretion in denying
Benitez’ s instruction concerning duress as a defense. Benitez did
not establish a fact issue concerning two of the requirenents for
that duress, in that she denonstrated neither a “present, inmm nent,
and inpending threat of such nature as to induce a well-grounded
apprehensi on of death or serious bodily injury,” nor that she had
no “reasonable legal alternative” to violating the |aw United

States v. Posada-Rios, 158 F.3d 832, at 873 (5'" Gr. 1998).

Finally, there is no nerit to Benitez’s challenge to her
of fense | evel for sentencing purposes. The district court did not
clearly err in calculating the anount of marijuana attributable to
her, and it properly enhanced her offense | evel for possession of
a firearm for obstruction of justice based on perjured tria
testinony, and for her managerial role in the drug conspiracy.

AFFI RVED.



