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PER CURI AM

DeCarlos W M1l er was convicted, after a bench trial, of
possession with intent to distribute in excess of fifty grans of
cocai ne base, in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 841 (2000) and 18 U. S.C.
8 2 (2000); possession with intent to distribute marijuana, in
violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 841 and 18 U.S.C. 8§ 2; possession of a
firearmin furtherance of a drug trafficking crinme, in violation of
18 U.S.C. 8§ 924(c) (2000) and 18 U.S.C. § 2; and possession of a
firearmby a convicted felon, in violation of 18 U . S.C. § 922(9g) (1)
(2000) . On appeal, he alleges the evidence was insufficient to
support his conviction.

Upon our review of the record, we find that there is
substantial evidence, taking the view nobst favorable to the

Government, to support the verdict. United States v. d asser, 315

U S 60, 80 (1942). Mller asserts that his nmere proximty to the
drugs and firearns should not establish possession. Wile nere
proximty to contraband is not adequate to establish possession,

see United States v. Samad, 754 F.2d 1091, 1096 (4th Cr. 1984),

there was anple evidence in addition to proximty supporting the
trial court’s conclusion that MIller constructively possessed the

drugs and firearns at issue. See United States v. Burgos, 94 F. 3d

849, 873 (4th Cir. 1996) (en banc); United States v. Rusher, 966

F.2d 868, 878 (4th Cr. 1992). W nust assune that the trial court



resolved this issue in the Governnent’'s favor. See United States

v. Wlson, 115 F. 3d 1185, 1190 (4th Gr. 1997). Thus, we affirm
We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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