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PER CURI AM *

A jury convicted Hector Abrego-Villareal (Abrego) of
i nportation of, and possession with intent to distribute, nore
than five kilograns of cocaine. Abrego contends that the
evi dence was insufficient to prove he knew cocai ne was conceal ed
in the car he owned and was driving. The circunstanti al
evidence, viewed with its reasonable inferences in a |ight
favorable to the verdict, supported the jury’s conclusion that

Abrego was aware of the conceal ed cocai ne. See Jackson v.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Virginia, 443 U S 307, 319 (1979). The evidence included
Abrego’s fal se or inconsistent statenents to | aw enforcenent
agents concerning his travel docunents and travel history, recent
alterations nmade to the car, the value of the conceal ed cocai ne,
and Abrego’s assertions that he had not | oaned anyone the car
except for a “few mnutes” at lunch tine on an unspecified date.

See United State v. Ranpbs-Garcia, 184 F.3d 463, 466 (5th Gr

1999) (high value of contraband); United States v. Otega Reyna,

148 F. 3d 540, 544 (5th G r. 1998) (other factors). Because the
evi dence was sufficient for a rational jury to infer Abrego’ s
guilty know edge, his conviction is affirned.

Abrego contends that the district court abused its
di scretion by ordering himto cooperate in the collection of a
DNA sanple as a condition of supervised release. This claimis
dism ssed for lack of jurisdiction because it is not ripe for

revi ew. See United States v. Ri ascos-Cuenu, 428 F.3d 1100,

1101-02 (5th Gir. 2005).

JUDGVENT AFFI RVED; APPEAL DI SM SSED | N PART.



