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PER CURI AM *

Followng a jury trial, Martin Mata was convicted of one
count of transporting an illegal alien wthin the United States
to obtain financial gain. The district court sentenced himto
serve 48 nonths in prison and a three-year term of supervised
rel ease. Mata now appeals his conviction.

Mat a contends that the evidence adduced at trial is
insufficient to support his conviction. He argues that the

evidence was insufficient to identify himas the driver of a van

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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that was carrying several illegal aliens. The standard of review
for this issue is “whether any reasonable trier of fact could
have found that the evidence established the essential elenents

of the crinme beyond a reasonable doubt.” United States v. Otega

Reyna, 148 F.3d 540, 543 (5th Cir. 1998).

The evidence was sufficient to support Mata' s conviction.
A reasonabl e person could conclude that Mata was driving the van
based on agents’ testinony. Further, another w tness squarely
identified Mata as the driver of the van. Mta has not shown
that the evidence adduced at trial was insufficient to support
hi s convicti on.

Mat a al so argues that counsel rendered ineffective
assi stance for not noving to suppress the red shirt that he was
wearing when he was arrested. W decline to consider this claim

inthis direct appeal. See United States v. G bson, 55 F.3d 173,

179 (5th Gr. 1995).
Mat a has shown no reversible error in the judgnment of the

district court. Accordingly, that judgnent is AFFI RVED



