IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-20083
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ROBERT RANGEL,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H99-CR-176-11
~ January 3, 2001

Before JOLLY, SMTH, and DENNIS, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Robert Rangel appeals his conviction followng a jury trial
for possession of, and conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute, cocaine, 21 U S.C. 8§ 841 and 846. W have revi ewed
the record and the briefs of the parties, and we find no
reversible error.

Rangel contends that the “trial court erred in losing the
witten jury verdict signed by the jury foreman.” He argues that

the case should be returned to the trial court “for a hearing to
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determne if the loss of the witten jury verdict violated [ his]
constitutional right to due process.”

Rangel s argunent is not supported by the record. The trial
transcript clearly indicates that the jury unani nously found
Rangel quilty on the two crimnal counts at issue. The trial
transcript also indicates that the jury foreperson signed the
verdict formand that all nenbers of the jury confirmed that this
was their verdict. That the signed form does not appear in the
record, for whatever reasons, is irrelevant to any relief he
seeks on appeal .

Rangel argues that the evidence was insufficient to support
the jury’s verdict finding himguilty on the conspiracy count.

Al t hough Rangel is correct that one cannot conspire with a

governnent informant, see United States v. Goff, 847 F.2d 149,

173 (5th Cr. 1988), the evidence here showed that Rangel nerely
sold the crack cocaine to the informant, but that he conspired
wth, at a mninum codefendants Munoz and Mal atek to procure the
cocaine for delivery. Additionally, Rangel’s sufficiency
chal l enge to the conspiracy conviction based on the assertion
that he was involved in only one transaction also fails. Based
on the evidence presented concerning the interactions between
Rangel and his codefendants, a reasonable jury could have found
that the specific transaction at issue here was part of a |larger

narcotics conspiracy. See United States G eenwod, 974 F. 2d

1449, 1459 (5th Gr. 1992).
AFFI RVED.



