IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 01-30386
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
CARL E. ROBI NSON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 00-CR-99-ALL-C
~ Cctober 26, 2001

Bef ore W ENER, BENAVIDES, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Carl E. Robinson appeals his conviction following a jury
trial for being a previously-convicted felon in possession of a
firearm 18 U S.C. 8 922(g)(1). Robinson argues that the
district court erred by failing to grant his notion in |imne and
thereby admtting evidence of a narcotics transaction that
preceded his arrest for possession of the firearmat issue. He
failed to object, however, at trial to the adm ssion of this
evi dence through the testinony of various police wtnesses.

Therefore, the district court’s adm ssion of this evidence is

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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subject to plain-error review. See United States v. Gaves, 5

F.3d 1546, 1551 (5th GCr. 1993).

We have reviewed the record, the briefs of the parties, and
the applicable law, and we find no plain error. The |aw
enforcenent officers’ testinony that they observed Robi nson drop
the relevant firearmwhile they pursued hi mwas probative
evi dence of Robi nson’s knowi ng possession of the firearm and was
not germane solely to the issue of Robinson’s character. In
addition, the fact that the officers were pursuing Robinson
because of his attenpted sale of narcotics to undercover officers
“conplete[d] the story of the crinme” because it provided the
necessary expl anation why the officers chased Robi nson into the

building in the first place. See United States v. Colenan, 78

F.3d 154, 156 (5th Gr. 1996). As such, the evidence was
intrinsic, and Robinson has failed to show that the district
court commtted plain error in admtting this evidence, the
probative val ue of which was not substantially outwei ghed by any
potential for undue prejudice. Robinson’s conviction is

AFFI RVED.



