IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-41256
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
TRENNI S TREMAI NE CHARGO S,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1-99-CR-39-ALL

August 15, 2000

Before JOLLY, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Trennis Trenmai ne Chargoi s appeals his conviction follow ng a
trial by jury of possessionwith intent to distribute cocai ne base.

Chargois argues that the testinony of a confidential
governnent informant who participated in a controlled purchase of
cocai ne base was insufficient to support his conviction because
that testinony was unreliable. The credibility of the confidenti al
informant’s testinony is a question solely for the jury. See

United States v. M IIsaps, 157 F.3d 989, 994 (5th Cr. 1998). A

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 CR R 47.5. 4.



confidential informant’s testinony is thus sufficient to support a
conviction unless it is incredible or otherw se insubstantial on

its face. See United States v. Gadison, 8 F.3d 186, 190 (5th Cr

1993). We nevertheless need to review this conviction for plain
error only as Chargois failed to nove for a judgnent of acquittal
at either the close of the governnent’s case-in-chief or after the

close of the evidence portion of the trial. United States v.

Parker, 133 F.3d 322, 328 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 523 U S. 1142

(1998). A conviction may be reversed under the plain error
standard only if it resulted in a mani fest m scarriage of justice.
Id.

The testinmony of the informant was not the only evidence
introduced at the trial. Hs testinony was supported and
corroborated by the testinony of a police officer and audi o tapes.
Chargois has not shown that the informant's testinony was
incredible or otherw se insubstantial on its face or that his
conviction resulted in a manifest mscarriage of justice.
Gadi son, 8 F.3d at 190; Parker, 133 F.3d at 328. Accordingly, he
has failed to denonstrate error, plain or otherw se.

The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RMED



