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Before JONES, STEWART and DENNIS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:*

Stewart Roland Nuzzi appeals a jury conviction for using or carrying a firearm in relation to

a drug-trafficking offense; he contends that the evidence was insufficient.

The record contains sufficient evidence that, when viewed in the light most favorable to the

verdict, would allow a rational jury to conclude beyond a reasonable that Nuzzi carried a firearm in

relation to the drug-trafficking offense.  See United States v. Lopez, 74 F.3d 575, 577 (5th Cir.



           

1996).  The evidence and reasonable inferences drawn therefrom support a finding that Nuzzi moved

or transported two handguns and placed them within arm’s length or easy reach of where he was

when police arrested him for possession with intent to distribute illegal drugs.  See United States v.

Wainuskis, 138 F.3d 183, 186-87 & n.12 (5th Cir. 1998).  The evidence also established that the

“carrying” of the firearms facilitated or had the potential to facilitate the drug-trafficking offense.

United States v. Ceballos-Torres, 218 F.3d 409, 415 (5th Cir. 2000); United States v. Tolliver, 116

F.3d 120, 126 (5th Cir. 1997).  The judgment is AFFIRMED.

Nuzzi has moved, pro se, for substitution of counsel and for an extension of time in which to

file a supplemental brief.  The counsel that Nuzzi asserts he was in the process of retaining has not

made an appearance, and the case had already been fully briefed when Nuzzi filed his pro se motion.

Consequently, the motion is DENIED as untimely.  Cf. United States v. Wagner, 158 F.3d 901, 902

(5th Cir. 1998).

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED; MOTION DENIED.


