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PER CURI AM *

Al ma Rosa Perez appeals her sentence in a guilty-plea
conviction for possession with intent to distribute marijuana.
The district court found that Perez’ recruitnment of Glberto
Gonzal es Juarez to assist her qualified her as a | eader or
organi zer under 8§ 3B1.1 of the United States Sentencing
Qui delines. Perez contends that she does not neet the definition

of a 8 3B1.1 | eader or organi zer because Juarez was not
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crimnally responsi ble and because she did not exercise control
or authority over Juarez.

The determnation that a defendant is a 8 3B1.1 “l eader or
organi zer” is a factual finding to be reviewed for clear error.

United States v. Ronning, 47 F.3d 710, 711 (5th Cr. 1995). The

district court adopted the findings of the presentence report
(PSR) in full. Although the district court did not nake an
express finding that Juarez was crimnally responsible and,
therefore, a participant under 8 3B1.1, such a finding is
inplicit in the judgnment and is supported by both the PSR and the

sworn crimnal conplaint. See United States v. Sherbak, 950 F.2d

1095, 1099-1101 (5th Cr. 1992); United States v. Alfaro, 919

F.2d 962, 966 (5th Gr. 1992). Moreover, there is anple evidence
that Perez recruited Juarez and exerci sed sone degree of
authority over him Recruitnent of acconplices is a factor to be

consi dered under § 3Bl1.1. United States v. Graldo, 111 F.3d 21

24-25 (5th Cr. 1997).
As the district court’s findings are plausible in Iight of

the record as a whole, they are not clearly erroneous. United

States v. Watson, 966 F.2d 161, 162 (5th Cr. 1992). Therefore,
we AFFIRM the judgnent of the district court.
AFFI RVED.



