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PER CURI AM *

Brandon J. Smith pleaded guilty to an indictnment charging
himfor being a felon in possession of a firearm and was
sentenced to a 41-nonth termof inprisonnment and to a three-year
period of supervised release. The district court overruled
Smth' s objection to the probation officer’s reconmendation that
an adjustnent in offense level for acceptance of responsibility
be deni ed because Smith had denied falsely the offense conduct.

To obtain a two-level reduction for acceptance of

responsibility, a defendant nust clearly denonstrate acceptance

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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of responsibility for his offense. U S S. G 8§ 3El.1(a); United

States v. Lghodaro, 967 F.2d 1028, 1031 (5th G r. 1992). The

defendant nust truthfully admt the conduct conprising the

of fense of conviction. See U S.S.G 8§ 3El., comment. (n.1(a)).
This court reviews a district court’s finding on acceptance of
responsibility “under a standard of review even nore deferenti al

than a pure clearly erroneous standard.” United States v.

Gonzales, 19 F.3d 982, 983 (5th Cr. 1994) (internal citation and
gquotation omtted).

Smth argues that he admtted his involvenent in the offense
at the change-of-plea hearing and at the sentencing hearing and
that the district court gave too much weight to Smth’s fal se
statenents during his interviewwth the probation officer.

Smth contends that he was nerely exercising his constitutional
ri ght against self-incrimnation and that he should not be

puni shed because he believed naively that he could still proceed
to trial after pleading guilty.

The adjustnent for acceptance of responsibility is in the
nature of a reward, not a punishnment, and does not unduly burden

constitutional privileges. See United States v. Murning, 914

F.2d 699, 707 (5th Gr. 1990). The district court did not
clearly err in giving weight to the fal se statenents nade by
Smth to the probation officer. Under the deferential standard
applicable to the district court’s ruling, there is no basis for

reversal. The judgnent is AFFI RVED



