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PER CURIAM:*

Shawn L. Smith appeals his conviction, following a jury trial,

for being a felon in possession of a firearm, in violation of 18

U.S.C. § 922(g)(1).  Maintaining that the evidence was insufficient

to support his conviction, he asserts that the Government did not

prove beyond a reasonable doubt that he possessed the firearm in

question.  Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the

jury’s verdict and accepting its credibility determinations, the



evidence is sufficient to support Smith’s conviction because the

Government presented evidence supporting at least a plausible

inference that Smith had knowledge of, and access to, the weapon in

question.  See United States v. Mergerson, 4 F.3d 337, 349 (5th

Cir. 1993); United States v. Garcia, 995 F.2d 556, 561 (5th Cir.

1993).

Smith also claims that the district court violated his

constitutional right of confrontation when it denied him the

opportunity to cross-examine a Government witness about her

previous drug use.  The district court did not err in refusing to

allow questions about such use.  See FED. R. EVID. 608(b); United

States v. Williams, 822 F.2d 512, 516-17 (5th Cir. 1987)(citing

Crimm v. Missouri Pacific R. Co., 750 F.2d 703, 707-08 (8th Cir.

1984), which held that illegal drug use or transactions, without

more, do not show untruthfulness).  Furthermore, even assuming

error, it is harmless because Smith makes no showing that the

inability to so question the witness affected his substantial

rights.  United States v. Skipper, 74 F.3d 608, 612 (5th Cir.

1996).

AFFIRMED   


