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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Fernando Q. Lennon appeals his conviction for being a felon in
possession of a firearm, in violation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 922(g)(1) (West
2000). Lennon asserts that the district court should have granted a
mistrial following allegedly prejudicial testimony describing a suspect
in a robbery that occurred in the vicinity of where officers first
encountered him. We affirm. 

We review the denial of a motion for a mistrial for an abuse of dis-
cretion and find none. See United States v. Dorlouis, 107 F.3d 248,
257 (4th Cir. 1997) (stating standard of review). Although Lennon
asserts that the testimony relating to the robbery and the description
of a suspect was prejudicial, not all errors in the admission of evi-
dence will result in the grant of a new trial. See United States v. John-
son, 610 F.2d 194, 196-97 (4th Cir. 1979). Our review of the alleged
error "in the context of the entire trial" focuses on the weight of the
otherwise untainted evidence and the presence or absence of a strong
curative instruction. Id. at 196; see United States v. Ince, 21 F.3d 576,
583 (4th Cir. 1994) (providing standard for determining harmlessness
of nonconstitutional error). 

Here, the untainted evidence against Lennon was overwhelming.
He stipulated that he was a convicted felon, the Government estab-
lished that the gun traveled in interstate commerce, the officer saw
Lennon discard an object as he fled, and the object recovered was a
handgun. See United States v. Gallimore, 247 F.3d 134, 136 (4th Cir.
2001) (discussing elements of the offense). Although the objection-
able testimony was elicited by the Government, it was provided as
background information only. In addition, the court provided an
immediate and thorough curative instruction regarding the purpose for
which the jury should consider the testimony. See United States v.
Love, 134 F.3d 595, 603 (4th Cir. 1998) (presuming that the jury fol-
lows cautionary instructions regarding potentially prejudicial evi-
dence). In light of these factors, we find that the district court did not
abuse its discretion by denying Lennon’s motion for a mistrial. 

Accordingly, we affirm. We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
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als before the court and argument would not aid the decisional pro-
cess.

AFFIRMED

3UNITED STATES v. LENNON


