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PER CURI AM *

Jose Al fredo Bonilla-Mrales appeals fromhis jury-verdi ct
conviction for inportation of cocaine and possession with intent
to distribute cocaine. Bonilla was arrested after the vehicle he
drove from Mexico into the United States was found to contain a
| arge anount of cocaine in a hidden conpartnent. H's sole
argunent on appeal is that the evidence was insufficient to prove

t he know edge el enent for each count of conviction.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Looking at the evidence in the light nost favorable to the
verdi ct, we discern many factors indicating that Bonilla was
aware that the vehicle he was driving contained illegal drugs,
including the fact that he displayed signs of extrene nervousness
before and after his arrest, he provided conflicting statenents
to the authorities regarding the details of his trip, he was paid
an extrenely generous anount for the tinme involved in making this
trip, the alterations nmade to the vehicle to create the hidden
conpartnent were noticeable to the naked eye, and the vehicle

cont ai ned 343 pounds of cocaine. See United States v. Otega

Reyna, 148 F.3d 540, 544 (5th Cr. 1998). Regardless of the
standard of review that we apply, Bonilla s challenge to the
sufficiency of the evidence supporting the know edge el enent of
both counts of conviction fails because the evidence produced at
trial was sufficient to support the jury's verdict on that basis.

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



