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Frank Renteria appeals fromhis jury-verdict conviction for
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute nethanphetam ne
and conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute marijuana.
He argues that: (1) the jury instructions inproperly conflated
the intent elenents for both conspiracy counts; (2) the evidence
produced at trial was insufficient to support his conviction for
t he nmet hanphetam ne count; (3) the district court inproperly

i nfluenced the jury’s verdict; and (4) the district court erred

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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by admtting an audi o tape containing a tel ephone conversation
bet ween hinself and an informant.

As Renteria did not object to the jury instructions or
submt a proposed jury instruction as to the intent elenent, this

issue is reviewed only for plain error. See United States v.

Martin, 332 F.3d 827, 834 (5th Gr. 2003). Exam nation of the
jury instructions does not reveal plain error as to the intent
elenment. As Renteria did not nove for a judgnent of acquittal at
the end of the Governnent’s case or at the close of all evidence,
his challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence “is reviewed
only to determne if the defendant’s conviction constitutes a

mani fest m scarriage of justice.” United States v. Giffin, 324

F.3d 330, 356 (5th Gr. 2003)(citation omtted). Wen viewed in
the Iight nost favorable to the jury s verdict, the evidence
produced at trial was sufficient to establish all of the required
el ements for Renteria s conviction on the nethanphetam ne count.
Renteria' s allegations that the district court inposed a
one-day limt for his crimnal trial and responded erroneously to
one of the jury's notes during its deliberations | ack factual
merit. Furthernore, because the chall enged audi o tape was
sufficiently authenticated and it was not m sleading, Renteria
has failed to show that the district court abused its discretion

by admtting that audio tape. See United States v. Lance, 875

F.2d 1177, 1181 (5th Cr. 1988); United States v. Branch, 91 F. 3d

699, 727-28 (5th Gr. 1996).
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Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED.



