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Per Curiam After a thorough review of the record

and of the parties’ subm ssions, we affirm appellant’s
conviction for being a felon in possession of a firearmin
violation 18 U S.C. 922(9g)(1).

The evi dence tended to show t hat appel | ant Max Dee
Jenkins (“Jenkins”) lived at the residence from which the
firearms were confiscated, because he had purchased and
noved into the residence with his conpanion nine nonths
earlier; when released from jail and restrained from
visiting the residence, he had nowhere to |live except a
friend’ s house; and approximtely one nonth later, he
returned to the residence to retrieve clothing and other
personal items (including a large cache of anmmunition).
Constructive possession nay be established by evidence
showi ng that the defendant lived at the residence where the
objects in question were found immediately prior to their

di scovery by police. See United States v. Vargas, 945 F. 2d

426, 427-28 (1st Cir. 1991).
Further, the evidence tended to establish that

Jenkins owned the firearns in question. After the firearns



were confiscated, he began efforts alnost imediately to
retrieve them including devising a deceptive plan whereby
t he guns woul d be shipped out of state for his retrieval

Further, he told both a licensed firearns dealer and the
| ocal police that the weapons were his. Owmership is
“highly relevant” to the question of possession. Uni t ed

States v. Rogers, 41 F.3d 25, 30 (1st Cir. 1994).

Taking this evidence in a |ight nost favorable to

t he government, United States v. Smith, 101 F.3d 202, 215

(1st Cir. 1996), we think a rational jury could conclude that
appel l ant constructively possessed the firearnms during the

time charged in the indictnment. See United States v.

Collins, 60 F.3d 4, 8 (1st Cir. 1995) (conviction under 18
US C 8 922(g)(1) affirnmed where firearms were found at
def endant’ s residence and def endant made statenments tending
to show he owned the firearns). The |ower court did not err
in denying defendant’s notion for acqui ttal under
Fed. R CrimP. 29.

Affirmed. 1st Cir. Loc. R 27(c).



