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PER CURI AM *

Rosendo Jesus Moral es appeals his convictions followng jury
trial for aiding and abetting in the transportati on of currency
exceedi ng $10,000, without filing the required form and aiding
and abetting in the evasion of a currency reporting requirenment
by concealing nore than $10,000 in a vehicle and attenpting to
transport it. Mrales was sentenced to a termof inprisonnent of

33 nonths on each count, the terns to run concurrently.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Moral es argues that the district court abused its discretion
in denying his notion for newtrial based on Mral es’ argunent
that the exclusion of testinony at trial resulted in a
m scarriage of justice. He argues that he sought to present
rel evant evidence to support his defense that he was unaware of
the presence of currency concealed in a spare tire |ocated under
his truck. He further argues that the district court erred in
determ ning that the evidence was cunul ati ve.

The parties agreed that the only disputed issue at trial was
whet her Moral es had know edge of the currency in the tire under
his truck. The jury was aware that Morales told agents that he
was going to Mexico for a nedical visit. However, as the
district court correctly determ ned, the fact that Mirales’ trip
may have al so had a legitimte purpose did not preclude a jury
finding that Moral es knew that he was illegally concealing and
transporting funds.

Because the excluded evidence had little rel evance and was
cunul ative, the district court did not abuse its discretion in
refusing to admt the evidence. Thus, the denial of the notion
for new trial sought based on the exclusion of such evidence did
not result in a mscarriage of justice. The conviction is

AFFI RVED.



