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PER CURIAM:*

A jury convicted defendant John C. Millikin, III, for being a

felon in possession of a firearm, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §

922(g)(1).  Millikin raises a sufficiency of the evidence challenge

to his conviction.  He argues that the evidence at trial

demonstrated that his father was in joint occupancy of the house in

which the weapons attributed to Millikin were found.  He also

contends that his father was the owner and sole possessor of the
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firearms.  Accordingly, he asserts that the evidence was

insufficient to prove that he was either in constructive or actual

possession of the firearms.

Normally, the government may establish constructive possession

where the defendant exercises “ownership, dominion, or control over

the contraband itself or dominion or control over the premises in

which the contraband is concealed.”  United States v. Mergerson, 4

F.3d 337, 349 (5th Cir. 1993).  In joint occupancy situations,

however, mere control or dominion over the place in which the

contraband is found is insufficient to establish constructive

possession.  See id.  Rather, in such situations, we require

evidence “supporting at least a plausible inference that the

defendant had knowledge of and access to the weapon or contraband.”

Id.

As this is a sufficiency of the evidence challenge following

a jury conviction, we review the evidence in the light most

favorable to the government.  See United States v. Ivy, 973 F.2d

1184, 1188 (5th Cir. 1992).  Here, there was ample evidence offered

at trial to indicate that Millikin in fact was the sole occupant of

the residence in which the guns were found.  Sole occupancy and

dominion over the house in which the weapons were found would

support a finding of constructive possession.  See United States v.

Ybarra, 70 F.3d 362, 365 (5th Cir. 1995).  Alternatively, the

government offered evidence that Millikin had knowledge of the

weapons in his house, and at least one of the firearms was found
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next to his bed.  The jury could reasonably have concluded that

even if this were a joint occupancy situation, Millikin had

knowledge of and ready access to the contraband.  See Mergerson, 4

F.3d at 349.  Thus, there was adequate circumstantial indicia of

Millikin’s possession to support his conviction.  See id.

AFFIRMED.


