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PER CURIAM:

Ernest Raymond Roberts appeals his conviction, following a jury trial, for
possessing with intent to distribute and distributing crack cocaine, in violation of 21
U.S.C. § 841(a)(1), (b)(2)(C) (2012). Roberts contends that the district court abused its
discretion by admitting into evidence the crack cocaine that he sold to a confidential
informant because the Government did not establish an adequate chain of custody. We
affirm.

“We review for abuse of discretion a district court’s ruling concerning the
admissibility of evidence.” United States v. Cornell, 780 F.3d 616, 629 (4th Cir. 2015).
“To satisfy the requirement of authenticating or identifying an item of evidence, the
proponent must produce evidence sufficient to support a finding that the item is what the
proponent claims it is.” Fed. R. Evid. 901(a). “It is up to the jury to decide whether
evidence is that which the proponent claims.” United States v. Kaixiang Zhu, 854 F.3d
247, 257 (4th Cir. 2017) (internal quotation marks omitted). “Establishing a strict chain
of custody is not an iron-clad requirement, and the fact of a missing link does not prevent
the admission of real evidence, so long as there is sufficient proof that the evidence is
what it purports to be and has not been altered in any material respect.” United States v.
Summers, 666 F.3d 192, 201 (4th Cir. 2011) (internal quotation marks omitted).

The evidence at trial established that, on February 22, 2016, Roberts sold 26.35
grams of crack cocaine to a confidential informant, who made the purchase at the
direction of agents of the South Carolina Law Enforcement Division (“SLED”). After

making the purchase, the informant gave the narcotics to the lead SLED agent, who
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immediately sealed the narcotics in a labeled SLED evidence kit for delivery to the SLED
laboratory for testing. The agent did not testify as to exactly when he delivered the
evidence to the laboratory, and the SLED worker who initially received the evidence Kit
did not testify at trial. However, the forensic chemist who analyzed the narcotics
evidence testified that the evidence kit was sealed when she received it on March 2, 2016,
and that the substance in the kit was 26.35 grams of crack cocaine. Both the agent and
the chemist positively identified the narcotics introduced at trial as the same narcotics
that they, respectively, seized and analyzed. In light of this testimony, and the lack of
any indicia that anyone altered or tampered with the narcotics, the district court did not
abuse its discretion in deciding that the Government met its burden to authenticate the
narcotics under Rule 901(a).

We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment. We also deny Roberts’ motion
to file a pro se brief. See United States v. Penniegraft, 641 F.3d 566, 569 n.1 (4th Cir.
2011). We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the
decisional process.

AFFIRMED



