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Luis Jose Lozano-Ramrez appeals his convictions for
conspiracy to possess, and possession, wth the intent to
distribute nore than five kil ograns of cocaine. He challenges the
sufficiency of the evidence.

Lozano’s presence at certain places and tines supports the

jury’s finding that he was a nenber of the conspiracy. See United

States v. Turner, 319 F.3d 716, 721 (5th Gr.)(nmere presence wll

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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



not al one support an inference of conspiracy; however, this factor
may be considered in finding conspiratorial activity), cert.
denied, 123 S. C. 1939 (2003); United States v. Paul, 142 F.3d
836, 840 (5th Cr. 1998) (jury my find participation from
def endant’ s presence when presence woul d be unreasonabl e for anyone
ot her than a know edgeabl e participant). In addition, Benjamn
Haro, a co-defendant, testified that Lozano and another co-
def endant were “working for the bosses” and “in charge”. Because
Haro' s testinony was not “factually insubstantial or incredible”,
it is sufficient evidence to support Lozano’s conspiracy
conviction. United States v. Westbrook, 119 F. 3d 1176, 1190 (5th
Cr. 1997). |In sum “a reasonable trier of fact could have found
that the evidence established guilt beyond a reasonable doubt”.
United States v. Mendoza, 226 F.3d 340, 343 (5th Cr. 2000).

Lozano’s brief lists the sufficiency of evidence supporting
hi s possession with intent to distribute conviction as an i ssue on
appeal , but he does not discuss the issue in his brief. Because he
has failed to brief this issue, it is abandoned. See FED. R APP.
P. 28 (a)(9)(A); e.g., Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224 (5th
Cr. 1993)(failure to specifically brief issue results in its
abandonnent) .
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