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Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rita Hernandez (“Hernandez”) appeals her conviction for
i nportation of cocaine. Hernandez chall enges the “know edge”
el emrent of the offense, asserting that there was insufficient
evidence for the jury to find that she knew of the cocai ne hidden
in the vehicle.

In reviewing a challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence,

this court views the evidence in the light nost favorable to the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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jury’s verdict, and affirns if a rational trier of fact could
have found the essential elenents of the crinme proven beyond a

reasonabl e doubt. United States v. Brito, 136 F.3d 397, 408

(5th Gr. 1998). Wen drugs are contained in a hidden
conpartnent in a vehicle, this court requires “evidence

i ndi cati ng know edge -- circunstances evi dencing a

consci ousness of guilt on the part of the defendant.” United

States v. Diaz-Carreon, 915 F.2d 951, 954 (5th G r. 1990).

Consi dered together, circunstances such as nervousness,
conflicting statenents to inspection officials, and an

i npl ausi bl e story may adequately establish consci ousness of
guilt. [d. at 954-55.

After reviewing the record in this case, we concl ude that
there was sufficient evidence for a rational trier of fact to
find that Hernandez knew of the hidden cocaine. Factors
supporting this conclusion include: descriptions of Hernandez’'s
odd behavi or by the investigating agents; her statenents that
clearly conflict with her own prior statenents and the testinony
of other w tnesses; and her inplausible explanation for the
purpose of her trip into Mexico.

Therefore, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED.



