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Truman Jackson, Jr., appeals his conviction for possession
wth intent to distribute cocai ne base. Jackson argues that the
district court erred in denying his notion to dism ss the
indictnment for violation of the Speedy Trial Act and in denying
his notion to suppress. He also contends that the evidence was

insufficient to support his conviction.

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Jackson asserts that the Governnent did not file a tinely
response to his notion for identification of the Governnent’s
informant and that it was not clear whether a hearing was
required on this notion. Based on these facts, he argues that
the time until this notion was deci ded was not excl udabl e under
the Speedy Trial Act. The district court held a hearing and
deci ded the notion within 30 days of receiving the parties’
subm ssions. Therefore, the tinme during which the notion was
pendi ng was excl udabl e, and the Speedy Trial Act was not

vi ol at ed. See Henderson v. United States, 476 U.S. 321, 330

(1986); United States v. Calle, 120 F.3d 43, 45 (5th Gr. 1997).

To the extent that Jackson has adequately briefed the issue
of the denial of his notion to suppress, he has not shown that
the district court erred in denying this notion. See United

States v. Pena-Rodriquez, 110 F.3d 1120, 1129-30 (5th G r. 1997).

Even assum ng, arguendo, that the wooded area in which the
majority of the cocaine base was found was not within the
curtilage of the residence, this does not establish error. See

United States v. MKeever, 5 F.3d 863, 867-68 (5th Cr. 1993).

Jackson argues that the evidence was insufficient to
establish his know ng possession of the drugs found outside of
his residence. Because he did not renew his notion for acquittal
at either the close of all evidence or in a post-trial notion, we
review only to determ ne whet her there has been a manifest

m scarriage of justice. United States v. Mlntosh, 280 F.3d 479,
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483 (5th Gr. 2002). W find none, as the evidence presented at
trial was not so tenuous that a conviction would be shocki ng.

See United States v. Carreon-Palacio, 267 F.3d 381, 389 (5th Cr.

2001).

AFF| RMED.



