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2 UNITED STATES V. FOREMAN

OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Douglas Emanuel Foreman appeals his convictions on three counts
of firearm and drug offenses, one count of possession of a firearm in
furtherance of a drug trafficking crime in violation of 21 U.S.C.A.
8 924(c)(1) (West 2000), one count of witness tampering in violation
of 18 U.S.C. § 1512(b)(1) (1994), and one count of assault and battery
in retaliation against a witness in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1513(b)(2)
(1994). He raises three claims on appeal. First, he argues that the evi-
dence adduced at trial was insufficient as a matter of law to prove that
he possessed a firearm in furtherance of a drug trafficking crime. Sec-
ond, he claims the district court erred in overruling his objection to
the discharge of the first alternate juror. Finally, he challenges the dis-
trict court’s decision to reject his motion to overrule the verdict on all
six counts as contrary to the law and evidence introduced at trial.

We have considered Foreman’s claims and reject them as meritless.
Sufficient evidence existed to support the jury’s finding that Foreman
possessed firearms in furtherance of drug trafficking crimes. See
United States v. Lomax, 293 F.3d 701, 705 (4th Cir. 2002). Moreover,
the district court did not abuse its discretion in choosing the second
alternate juror to serve on the jury rather than the first. In addition,
Foreman fails to establish any prejudice resulting from the court’s
action. See United States v. Nelson, 102 F.3d 1344, 1349 (4th Cir.
1996). Finally, sufficient evidence existed for the jury to find Fore-
man guilty on all six counts. The jury chose to credit the Govern-
ment’s witnesses over Foreman’s witnesses. The district court had no
reason to doubt the sufficiency or weight of the evidence and properly
denied Foreman’s motion to overturn the verdict.

Accordingly, we affirm Foreman’s convictions on all counts. We
dispense with oral argument, because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



