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PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appel | ant Raza Husain, federal prisoner #79193-079,
appeal s the district court’s denial of the ineffective-assistance-
of -counsel claimraised in his 28 U.S.C. § 2255 noti on chal | engi ng
his conviction and sentence for two counts of possession of a
machi ne gun, two counts of unlawful transfer of a machine gun to
anot her person, and one count of corruptly attenpting to persuade
another to withhold information froman Al cohol, Tobacco & Firearns

(ATF) agent. Husain contends that his trial counsel was

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has deternmned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



i neffective for not introducing the report of C E. Anderson, a gun
exam ner who exam ned and test fired six of the guns involved in
the i nstant case. Husain argues that the conclusions in Anderson’s
report differed fromthe concl usions of the ATF agent who testified
at trial that all six guns were fully automati c.

Anderson’s report concluded that two of the guns fired only
sem -automatic, but that all six of the guns had been “altered to
di scharge full automatic, or the intent to make themdi scharge ful
automatic.” The definition of machine gun includes any weapon
“designed to shoot . . . automatically.” 26 U S.C. 8§ 5845(b).
Al t hough the attenpt to alter sone of the guns to fire in the ful

automatic node failed, they were “designed” by alteration to shoot

automatically.” 1d. Thus, Husain has failed to denonstrate
that he was prejudiced by counsel’s failure to introduce the

Anderson report. See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U S. 668, 687

(1984) .

AFFI RVED.



