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PER CURI AM *

Juan Franci sco Chavira-Cruz appeals his jury convictions for
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute 1000 or nore
kil ograns of marijuana and possession wth intent to distribute
1000 or nore kilogranms of marijuana. He argues that the district
court abused its discretion in admtting hearsay evidence,
i ncl udi ng a Treasury Enforcenent Conmuni cati on System (TECS) report
showi ng that Chavira-Cruz and others involved in the offense

crossed the border into the United States from MeXxico at

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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approximately the sane tine on the sane date. Because Chavira-Cruz
did not object to the TECS report on hearsay grounds in the

district court, review is limted to plain error. See United

States v. Pol asek, 162 F.3d 878, 883 (5th Gr. 1998). The district

court did not plainly err in admtting the TECS report as it was
adm ssi ble as a public record pursuant to FED. R EviD. 803(8). See

United States v. Puente, 826 F.2d 1415, 1417-18 (5th Gr. 1987).

Chavira-Cruz argues that the district court abused its
discretion in admtting the statenent of Juan Perez-Chavez because
t he Governnent did not all ege that Perez-Chavez was a coconspi rator
and the conspiracy had ended at the tine the statenent was nade.
The statenment was offered to prove that Perez-Chavez and Chavira-
Cruz both used simlar cover stories -- they told police that they
had cone to the United States to find out how to inport various
itens into Mexico fromthe United States. Because the statenent
was not offered to prove the truth of the nmatter asserted, the
statenent was not hearsay, and the district court did not abuse its

discretion in admtting the statenent into evidence. See United

States v. Johnston, 127 F.3d 380, 394 (5th Cr. 1997).

Chavira-Cruz argues that the district court abused its
discretionin admtting the English translation of his handwitten
statenent nmde in Spanish. Chavira-Cruz’s statenent was not
hear say because it was adm ssible as a party adm ssion pursuant to

FED. R EviD. 801(d)(2). See United States v. Dixon, 132 F.3d 192,

198 (5th Cr. 1997). The district court did not abused its
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discretioninadmtting the English translati on of the statenent as
a transl ation does not create an additional |evel of hearsay. See

United States v. Codero, 18 F.3d 1248, 1253 (5th Cr. 1994).
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