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Before JOLLY, DENNI'S, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Kenneth Earl Wnes was convicted after a jury trial of
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute 50 grans or nore
of cocai ne base (Count 1), conspiracy to distribute marijuana
(Count 2), possession with intent to distribute 50 grans or nore
of cocai ne base (Count 3), and possession of a firearmin
furtherance of and in relation to a drug trafficking crine (Count
4). The district court sentenced Wnes to 360 nont hs of

i nprisonment on Counts 1 through 3, to run concurrently, and 60

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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mont hs of inprisonnment on Count 4, to run consecutively to the
ternms of inprisonnent for Counts 1 through 3.

W nes argues that the evidence was insufficient to convict
hi m of Counts 1 through 3. He contends that he was not involved
in the conspiracy, that he did not own the cocai ne base that was
the subject of Count 3, and that he did not reside at the
residence at which the firearns that were the subject of Count 4
were found. However, view ng the evidence in the |Iight nost
favorable to the jury' s verdict, a reasonable trier of fact could
have concl uded beyond a reasonabl e doubt that Wnes was invol ved
in the conspiracy, that he owned the cocai ne base that was the
subj ect of Count 3, and that he resided at the residence at which
the firearns that were the subject of Count 4 were found. See

United States v. Delgado, 256 F.3d 264, 273-74 (5th Gr. 2001);

United States v. Resio-Trejo, 45 F.3d 907, 910 (5th Gr. 1995).

W nes argues that the district court abused its discretion
in issuing a cautionary instruction after it determned that it
had all owed into evidence inadm ssible hearsay, rather than
declaring a mstrial. However, simlar adm ssible evidence al so
was admtted at trial. Accordingly, the testinony did not have a
substantial inpact on the jury's verdict, and the district court
did not abuse its discretion in denying Wnes’s notion for a

mstrial. See United States v. Freeman, 434 F.3d 369, 375 (5th

Gir. 2005).
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W nes al so argues that his Sixth Amendnent right to counsel
was vi ol ated when the district court refused to grant hima
continuance to give his retained counsel tine to be admtted to
the Western District of Louisiana and to prepare for trial. He
contends that the district court msapplied three of the factors
for maki ng such a determnation that were set forth in Gandy v.

Al abama, 569 F.2d 1318 (5th Gr. 1978). However, Wnes offers no
authority in support of the alleged m sapplications of Gandy, and
he does not challenge other factors that the district court
considered in denying the continuance. Accordingly, the district
court did not abuse its discretion in denying the continuance.

See United States v. Barnett, 197 F.3d 138, 144 (5th Cr. 1999).

AFFI RVED.



