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PER CURIAM:*

Aida Armendariz appeals her guilty-plea conviction for

importation of 50 kilograms or more of marijuana and possession

with the intent to distribute that same amount.  She argues that

the district court clearly erred in refusing to award a two-level

reduction in her guideline range on the basis that she was a

minor participant in the offense.  See U.S.S.G. § 3B1.1. 

Armendariz also avers that the district court failed to make
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sufficient factual findings with regard to this issue so as to

allow this court to properly review the issue.  

The district court was not required to state its reasons for

denying the reduction because it expressly adopted the findings

and conclusions of the presentence report.  See United States

v. Gallardo-Trapero, 185 F.3d 307, 323-24 (5th Cir. 1999). 

Because Armendariz failed to prove her minor role by a

preponderance of the evidence, the district court did not clearly

err by denying the adjustment.  See United States v. Brown, 54

F.3d 234, 241 (5th Cir. 1995); United States v. Edwards, 65 F.3d

430, 432 (5th Cir. 1995).  It is clear from the record that

Armendariz was not substantially less culpable than the average

participant in the offense and that her role was not peripheral

to the advancement of the illicit activity.  See Brown, 54 F.3d

241; United States v. Miranda, 248 F.3d 434, 446-47 (5th Cir.

2001).  

AFFIRMED.


