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M chael Leon Watts appeals his jury-trial conviction for
possession with intent to distribute heroin, in violation of 21
US C 8§ 841(a)(1l), and possession of a prohibited object (heroin)
while being an inmate at a federal prison, in violation of 18
US C § 1791(a)(2). Watts argues that the evidence was
insufficient to sustain his conviction because (1) of a break in

the chain of custody of the heroin, (2) there was no evi dence of
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intent to distribute, and (3) there was no evidence that he
possessed the heroin.

The determ nation of the authenticity of the heroin was within
the province of the jury, and the jury apparently was satisfied as

to the integrity of the chain of custody. See United States v.

Sparks, 2 F.3d 574, 582 (5th Gr. 1993). Mor eover, view ng the
evidence in the light nost favorable to the Governnent, the
testinony of Oficers Gordon and Garnica and Ml issa Tayl or was
sufficient to establish the authenticity of the heroin. See id.;

United States v. Bell, 678 F.2d 547, 549 (5th Gr. 1982)(en banc).

Al t hough, under normal circunstances, a small anpbunt of heroin
woul d be indicative of personal use, a rational juror could have
found based on the testinony of Gordon and Bernard Jones that, in
a prison setting, the evidence established Watts’ intent to
distribute the heroin. See Bell, 678 F.2d at 549. Watts’ argunent
regarding the possession elenent is essentially a challenge to
Gordon’s credibility. As “[t]he jury is the ultimate arbiter of
W tnesses’ credibility and is free to choose anbng reasonable
constructions of the evidence,” Watts’ chall enge to the possession

el enment also fails. United States v. Garza, 990 F.2d 171, 175 (5th

Cr. 1993).
Based on the foregoing, the district court’s judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



