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PER CURI AM *

Roberto Cruz appeal s his conviction on one count of
possession of marijuana with intent to distribute in violation of
21 U S C 8§ 841(a)(1l) & (b)(1)(B). Cruz argues that the evidence
was not sufficient to denonstrate that he knew that the marijuana
was present in the trailer of the tractor-trailer rig that Cruz
was driving at the tine he was stopped by a Texas trooper.

To prove possession of marijuana with intent to distribute,

t he Governnent nust prove that the defendant (1) know ngly

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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(2) possessed marijuana (3) with intent to distribute it. See

United States v. Cano-CGuel, 167 F.3d 900, 904 (5th Cr. 1999).

Al t hough knowl edge may be inferred fromcontrol over a vehicle in
which the marijuana is found, we require additiona

circunstantial evidence of guilty know edge when the contraband
is concealed or not readily accessible, as in this case. See

United States v. Diaz-Carreon, 915 F.2d 951, 954 (5th Cr. 1990).

Qur review of the record satisfies us that sufficient
circunstantial evidence supports the jury' s verdict. Cruz
exhi bited extrene nervousness throughout the tine he was stopped,
despite his significant experience as a trucker; Cruz inforned
the state trooper that he had picked the truck up at a yard in
Laredo, but no such yard existed; the paper |license tag on the
dashboard had been visibly altered; and Cruz told the trooper
that he had inspected the cargo and seal ed the doors.

In addition, the jury reasonably could have believed that
drug deal ers would not entrust such a large quantity of drugs to
a stranger wi thout providing delivery information. The jury
simlarly could have found Cruz’'s story that he was recruited by
a |l arge trucking conpany over the tel ephone to pick up an
abandoned truck at a truck stop and deliver it to Dallas to be

inplausible. See, e.qg., United States v. Ranpbs-Garcia, 184 F.3d

463, 466 (5th Cr. 1999) (defendant’s nervousness, inplausible
story, and quantity of drugs supported jury finding of guilty
know edge) .
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Al t hough Cruz di sputed much of the trooper’s testinony, the
jury was free to nmake its own credibility determnations, and its
determ nations were rational in light of the record as a whole.
Viewi ng the evidence in the light nost favorable to the verdict,

as we nust, see United States v. Otega Reyna, 148 F.3d 540, 543

(5th Gr. 1998), we find that the evidence was sufficient.

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



