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

No. 99-60032
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus

ROGER CRAFT, al so known as Seal ed
Def endant 7, al so known as ROGERS CRAFT,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp

USDC No. 1:97-CR-20-7

 February 22, 2000
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rogers Craft argues that the adm ssion of the testinony of

hi s coconspirators and other convicted felons violated 18 U S. C
8 201(c)(2) because the Governnment prom sed the w tnesses
I eniency at their sentencings in return for their cooperation.
This argunment is foreclosed by the court’s decision in United

States v. Haese, 162 F.3d 359, 366-68 (5th Cr. 1998), cert.

denied, 119 S. . 1795 (1999), as appellant concedes. This
issue is frivol ous.

Craft also argues that the district court erred in denying

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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his notion for a judgnent of acquittal because the verdict was
agai nst the overwhel mng credi bl e evidence presented at trial.

Viewi ng the evidence in the light nost favorable to the
verdict, a rational trier of fact could have found beyond a
reasonabl e doubt that Craft was engaged in a conspiracy to
possess cocaine with the intent to distribute. The testinony of
hi s coconspirators and other w tnesses that they supplied or
purchased | arge anmounts of cocaine for street distribution from
Craft was corroborated by Craft’s phone records, by Craft’s
i nconsi stent statenents given to | aw enforcenent agents when he
was found in possession of a |arge anbunt of cash in an airport,
and by the evidence that a drug dog alerted to the cash. The
district court did not err in denying the notion for a judgnment
of acquittal.

Craft argues that the anmount of drugs attributed to himfor
sent enci ng purposes was based on grossly incorrect information
contained in the presentence report (PSR). He argues that he
chal | enged the information in the PSR and that the Governnent’s
proof presented at the sentencing hearing was suspect.

Craft has not provided the court with the transcript of his
sentencing hearing. Craft had the responsibility to provide this
court with the portions of the record relevant for the

determ nation of his appeal. Powell v. Estelle, 959 F.2d 22, 26

(5th Gr. 1992). Because Craft has failed to provide a record of
the sentencing hearing, this court declines to review his

challenge to his sentence. See United States v. Hinojosa, 958

F.2d 624, 632-33 (5th Gr. 1992).
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