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

No. 99-40228
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
SI NECI O VALADEZ,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. L-98-CR-747-ALL

~ February 9, 2000
Before DAVIS, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Si neci o Val adez appeal s his conviction and sentence for
transporting an illegal alien within the United States. Val adez
asserts that the district court erred in admtting evidence
regarding a |l arge sum of cash found in his vehicle, as such
evidence was irrelevant and unfairly prejudicial, and his prior

statenent that he intended to transport his relatives in a

trailer, as such was i nadmnm ssible character evidence. Val adez

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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further asserts that the evidence was insufficient to support his
conviction and that the district court erred in refusing to grant
hi m an of fense-level reduction pursuant to U S.S.G 8§ 2L1.(b)(1).

This Court generally reviews a district court’s evidentiary

rulings for abuse of discretion. United States v. Cantu, 167

F.3d 198, 203 (5th Gir.), cert. denied, 120 S.Ct. 58 (1999).

However, because Val adez failed to renew his notion in limne’'s
objection to the evidence regarding the | arge sum of cash found
in his vehicle prior to the introduction of trial testinony

regardi ng such cash, reviewis for plain error. See United

States v. Graves, 5 F.3d 1546, 1551 (5th Cr. 1993). After

reviewing the record and the parties’ briefs, we find that the
district court did not plainly err in admtting evidence of the
| arge sum of cash found in Val adez’s vehicle. See id.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in admtting
evi dence of Val adez’s prior statenent regarding his intent to
transport his relatives in a trailer. That evidence was highly
probative regarding Valadez’s intent to commt the instant
of fense, which Val adez had pl aced at issue by pl eadi ng not

guilty, and the evidence' s probative value was not substantially

out wei ghed by the danger of undue prejudice. See United States

v. Chavez, 119 F.3d 342, 346 (5th G r. 1997). Moreover, Val adez
failed to denonstrate that the adm ssion of the prior statenent

affected his substantial rights. See United States v. Hall, 152

F.3d 381, 402 (5th Cr. 1998).
Val adez’ s chall enge to the sufficiency of the evidence is

al so without nerit. View ng the evidence and all reasonabl e
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inferences to be drawn fromit in the light nost favorable to the
jury’s verdict, as we nust, the evidence was sufficient to

support Val adez’s conviction. See United States v. Gourley, 168

F.3d 165, 168-69 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 120 S. C. 72 (1999).

Finally, the district court did not clearly err in finding
that Val adez commtted the instant offense for profit and, thus,
was not entitled to the 8 2L1. 1(b) (1) offense-level reduction for

of fenses commtted other than for profit. See United States V.

Parker, 133 F.3d 322, 329-30 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 523 U S
1142 (1998).

AFFI RVED.



