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Jesse Segura appeals his jury conviction of distribution of
nmore than 50 grans of nethanphetamne, in violation of 21 U S. C
8§ 841(a)(1) and (b)(1)(B). He argues that the evidence was
insufficient to support his conviction. He also argues that the
district court abused its discretion when it admtted testinony of
Segura’s prior convictions and his prior interactions wth one of

the testifying wtnesses.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Al t hough Segura noved for a judgnent of acquittal at the cl ose
of the Governnent’s case, Segura did not renew his notion at the
cl ose of the evidence. Wen defense counsel fails to renew a
nmotion for judgnent of acquittal, this court reviews challenges to

the sufficiency of the evidence to determ ne whether affirmance

would result in a manifest mscarriage of justice. United States

v. McIntosh, 280 F.3d 479, 483 (5th Gr. 2002). W wll reverse

only where the record is devoid of evidence pointing to guilt or
contains evidence on a key elenent of the offense that is so
tenuous that a conviction would be shocking. 1d.

Tri al testinony indicates that Segura routinely sold
quantities of nethanphetam ne to one of the testifying wtnesses.
Addi tional ly, nethanphetam ne sold to the witness by Segura and
that was found in the witness’s car established the quantity
determ ned by the jury. The record therefore is not devoid of
evidence pointing to guilt, nor is it so tenuous that a conviction

woul d be shocking. See United States v. Skipper, 74 F.3d 608, 611

(5th Cr. 1996). Segura’s conclusional assertions regarding
wtness credibility do not denonstrate that affirmance of the
conviction would result in a mani fest m scarriage of justice. See

United States v. Polk, 56 F.3d 613, 620 (5th Cr. 1995).

The district court’s evidentiary rulings with respect to
Segura’s prior convictions and his prior interactions wth one of
the testifying witnesses were in accord with FED. R EviD. 404(b),
whi ch provides that extrinsic evidence of other crines, wongs, or
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acts is not adm ssible to prove the character of a person to show
action in conformty therewith, but is admssible for other

pur poses, such as intent. FED. R EwviD. 404(b); United States v.

Bentley-Smth, 2 F.3d 1368, 1377 (5th Gr. 1993). Al so, the

district court dimnished the prejudicial effect of the FeD.
R EviD. 404(b) evidence by giving a conprehensive limting
instruction to the jury regarding the proper use of the evidence.

See United States v. Taylor, 210 F.3d 311, 318 (5th G r. 2000).

The district court therefore did not abuse its discretion with

reference to the chall enged evidentiary rulings. Bentl ey-Sn th,

2 F.3d at 1377.

The district court’s judgnent is therefore AFFI RVED.



