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PER CURI AM !

Arcelia Maria Betanci s-Aval os, a fornmer communi cations officer
wth the United States consulate in Juarez, Mexico, appeals her
jury convictions for four counts of accepting bribes and gratuities
in violation of 18 U S. C. 8 201(b)(2)(C and § 201(c)(1)(B).
Bet anci s contends that the district court abused its discretion by
prohi biting the cross-exam nation of a Governnent witness with the

W tness’ prior, dism ssed, drug charges and all eged pro- Gover nnent

! 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



bi as. Betancis al so contends that the evidence was insufficient to
find her guilty on counts two, three, and four of the indictnent.

Bet anci s’ counsel cross-exam ned the Governnent witness with
the fact that she was testifying under an agreenment with the
Governnent that had resulted in the dism ssal of her own bribery
indictnment, facts fromwhich the jury could infer that the w tness

was bi ased. See United States v. Restivo, 8 F.3d 274, 278 (5th

Cr. 1993). Accordingly, the scope of the exam nation satisfied

the confrontation clause. See Restivo, 8 F.3d at 278. Nothing in

the witness’ testinony in the bill of particulars creates an
i nference that she was biased toward the Governnent on account of
t he di sm ssed drug charges; Betancis therefore has not denonstrated
that the district court’s limtation of cross-examnation was
clearly prejudicial to her. See id. at 278 & n. 12.

Betancis’ sufficiency challenge fails. The jury could infer
fromthe evidence that Betancis received cash and other gratuities
“Iin return for” expediting visas, as alleged in count three. See

18 U S.C 8§ 201(b)(2)(C; United States v. Tonblin, 46 F.3d 1369,

1380-81 (5th Cr. 1995). The jury also could infer that the noney
and other benefits received by Betancis were |linked to specific
i nstances of expediting visas, as alleged in counts two and four.

See 18 U.S.C. 8 201(c)(1)(B); United States v. Sun-D anond G owers,

526 U.S. 398, 414 (1999).

AFFI RVED.



