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Sergi o Guadal upe Ayal a appeal s the sentence i nposed
followng his guilty-plea conviction for illegally transporting
an alien within the United States. Ayala argues that the
district court erred by denying hima downward adj ustnent based
on acceptance of responsibility.

To qualify for a downward adj ust nent based on acceptance of
responsibility, the defendant nmust clearly denonstrate acceptance

of responsibility for his offense. United States v. Pierce,

237 F.3d 693, 694 (5th Gr. 2001); U S S. G § 3El1.1.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Consi derations include whether the defendant truthfully admtted
or did not falsely deny any additional relevant conduct for which
he is accountable under U.S.S. G § 1B1.3. Pierce, 237 F.3d at
695. In reviewng a sentencing court’s determ nation of
acceptance of responsibility, this court gives “nore deference to
the finding than woul d be given under a clearly erroneous
standard.” |d.

The district court did not deny Ayal a an accept ance- of -
responsibility reduction because Ayal a raised a Si xth Anendnment
challenge to the for-profit determnation. Rather, the court
determ ned that Ayala had fal sely denied rel evant conduct for
whi ch he was accountabl e, nanely the conm ssion of the offense
for profit. Ayala s argunent that he should not have been denied
t he adjustnent based on his Sixth Anendnent argunent is thus
wi thout nmerit.

Ayal a’ s argunent that he did not personally profit fromthe
of fense and thus coul d not have been denied the reduction is
i kewi se without nerit. The record supports the determ nation
that Ayala was going to personally profit fromthe offense.
Ayal a thus fal sely denied relevant conduct for which he was

account abl e under 8§ 1B1l. 3. See Pierce, 237 F.3d at 695.

AFFI RVED.



