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PER CURI AM

Donni e J. Austin was convi cted of possession with intent
to distribute cocaine base, in violation of 21 U S.C. § 841 (2000),
possessi on of cocai ne base, in violation of 21 U. S.C. § 844 (2000),
possession of a firearmin furtherance of a drug trafficking crine,
in violation of 18 U S C. 8§ 924(c) (2000), and possession of a
firearm by a convicted felon, in wviolation of 18 US. C
8§ 922(9g)(1,3) (2000). On appeal, he alleges the evidence was
insufficient to support his conviction for possession of a firearm
in furtherance of a drug trafficking crine.

W find that there is substantial evidence, taking the
view nost favorable to the Governnent, to support the jury’'s

verdi ct. United States v. dasser, 315 U S 60, 80 (1942).

Austin’s counsel asserts that the firearmfound near crack cocai ne
in Austin s apartnment shoul d not be consi dered actively enployed in
furtherance of his drug trafficking. However, we nust assune that
the jury resolved this issue in the Governnment’s favor. See United

States v. Wlson, 115 F.3d 1185, 1190 (4th Cr. 1997). Thus, we

deny Austin’s notion to substitute attorney, deny his notion to
extend tinme to file pro se formal brief, and affirmhis conviction
and sentence. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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