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PER CURI AM *

Dora H Robl edo appeal s the sentence she received foll ow ng
her guilty-plea convictions for conspiracy to defraud the United
States and aiding and abetting to defraud the United States
by presenting false clains to the Internal Revenue Servi ce.

She argues that the district court erred in applying a two-1evel
increase to her sentence pursuant to U.S.S. G § 3Bl1.3 for abusing

a position of trust.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Robl edo argues that the district court erred by classifying
her as occupying a position of trust. She asserts that her
position as a professional tax-return preparer was not
characterized by professional or managerial discretion.

The district court rejected this argunent, adopting instead the
probation officer’s presentence report. That report descri bed
how Robl edo took information entrusted to her by clients and
falsified tax returns in any manner she saw fit. It also
descri bed how Robl edo woul d give her clients a refund check

w t hout the stub attached so that the client had no way of
knowi ng how much Robl edo had retained out of the check.

Robl edo coul d not have done these things w thout exercising her
pr of essi onal and manageri al discretion.

Robl edo has offered no evidence to rebut the findings
contained in the presentence report. Thus, she has failed to
show that the district court clearly erred in applying the two-

| evel enhancenent. See United States v. Alford, 142 F.3d 825,

831-32 (5th Gr. 1998); United States v. Brown, 941 F.2d 1300,

1304 (5th Gr. 1991); U S S .G 8 3B1.3, comment. (n.1).

AFFI RVED.



