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PER CURIAM:*

Stanley Longino appeals his conviction for being a felon in possession of a

firearm in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1).  Longino asserts that: (1) in light of

testimony by a Government witness indicating that his prior felony conviction order

had been amended, the evidence was insufficient to show that he was a convicted
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felon; and (2) the district court erred in overruling his objection to the introduction

of the prior felony conviction order on the ground that it had been amended.

Viewed in the light most favorable to the Government,1 the testimony

regarding the amended order indicated that Longino’s original order of conviction

was amended to reflect that he had earned probation by successfully completing the

Regimented Inmate Discipline Program.  That testimony did not negate the value of

the original order as evidence that Longino had been convicted of a felony offense. 

Accordingly, Longino’s challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence is without merit.

Longino has not briefed, and therefore has abandoned, his assertion that the

district court erred in overruling his objection to the introduction of the original

felony conviction order on the ground that it had been amended.2   

The district court’s judgment is AFFIRMED.  


