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USDC No. 99-CR-102-1

ey 18, 2001
Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and JONES and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jeron Jerod Ausbon appeals his conviction of making a fal se

statenent to a firearns dealer, in violation of 18 U S. C
8§ 922(a)(6). According to the indictnent, Ausbon had fal sely
represented on a federal firearns formthat he was not under
indictnment or information at the tinme he attenpted to purchase a

gun, when Ausbon in fact stood accused under seven separate bills

of information.

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Ausbon contends that the evidence was insufficient to
establish a jury finding that he knew that he was technically
under “information” at the tinme he purchased the gun. Because
the very form signed by Ausbon specifically defined “information”
as “a formal accusation of a crine nade by a prosecuting
attorney,” and because the evidence showed that Ausbon had made
many court appearance with respect to these charges, the jury was
authorized to determ ne that Ausbon was well aware that he was

under “information” at the time. See United States v. El-Zoubi,

993 F. 2d 442, 445 (5th Cr. 1993); United States v. Otiz-Loya,

777 F.2d 973, 979 (5th Gr. 1985).

Ausbon al so argues that the court erred in issuing an
“Inproper” and “wong” jury instruction regarding the el enent of
know edge, as the instruction did not conply with the Fifth
Circuit Pattern Jury Instructions on this matter. The court was
authorized to tailor a specific instruction to govern the unique

facts of the case before the jury. See United States v. Wiy,

193 F. 3d 289, 300 (5th GCr. 1999). As a whole, the instruction
given at Ausbon’s trial did not incorrectly state the law, and
the district court did not abuse its discretion in issuing the
instruction. See id.

AFFI RVED.



