IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-41492
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

CEORGE ZUNI GA, al so known as Jorge Zuni ga,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. M 00-CR-271-1
~ Cctober 25, 2001
Bef ore W ENER, BENAVIDES, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
CGeorge Zuni ga appeals the sentence he received after

pl eading guilty to possession with intent to distribute
approxi mately 590 kil ograns of mari huana. He asserts that the
district court erred when it inposed a two |evel role-in-the-
of fense increase under U.S.S.G § 3Bl.1(c) and denied his request
for a safety valve reduction under U S.S.G 8§ 5Cl1.2 based on a

pr eponder ance- of -t he- evi dence standard rather than the nore

stringent beyond-a-reasonabl e-doubt standard. Zuniga offers no
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| egal argunent in support of this contention. Thus, he has
abandoned any reasonabl e- doubt argunent on appeal by not

adequately briefing the issue. See United States v. Lucien, 61

F.3d 366, 370 (5th CGr. 1995).

Zuni ga al so argues that the district court clearly erred in
finding that his role in the crimnal activity warranted an
enhancenment under U. S.S.G 8§ 3B.1(c), and he faults the court for
failing to apply the “safety valve” pursuant to U S.S.G 8§ 5CL.2
in conputing his sentence.

Qur review of the record and the argunents and authorities
convinces us that no reversible error was commtted. The
district court did not clearly err in enhancing Zuniga' s offense
| evel by the m ni mum anount provided for in U S. S.G § 3Bl1.1.
See United States v. Parker, 133 F.3d 322, 329-30 (5th Cr

1998). Furthernore, as a defendant receiving an aggravating role
adj ustment pursuant to U.S.S.G 8§ 3Bl1.1, Zuniga is ineligible for
relief under the safety valve provision. See U S S G
§ 5C1.2(4).

Accordi ngly, the judgnent is AFFI RVED



