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BOMWAN, Circuit Judge.

A jury found Manuel Dawson guilty of being a felon in possession of
afirearmin violation of 18 U . S.C. 88 922(g) and 924(e) (1994). The jury
al so found Dawson guilty of possession with the intent to distribute a
controll ed substance in violation of



21 U S.C § 841(a)(1l) (1994). He appeals fromthe judgnent of the District
Court?! denying his notion for judgnent of acquittal on both counts. Dawson
al so appeals the ruling of the District Court allow ng the introduction of
certain utility bills into evidence. W affirm

During February 1996, narcotics officers placed under investigation
a residence at 721 Orange Street in North Little Rock, Arkansas. Twi ce
during the investigation confidential informants bought small quantities
of crack fromsoneone at the prem ses. Based upon these buys, the officers
obtained a warrant to search the prem ses. On February 12, just prior to
executing the search warrant, a confidential informant nade one | ast
controlled buy with a narked twenty-dollar bill

About an hour after the controlled buy, the officers executed the
search warrant. At the tine, Dawson was seated on the front porch of the
resi dence. Wien Dawson saw the officers, he ran into the house, slamming
the front door behind him The officers rammed the door to gain entry.
The officers imediately searched the premises and placed Dawson under
arrest.

The officers recovered 2.1 grans of cocai ne base fromthe residence
and seized a | oaded Rossi .22 caliber rifle located in a bedroom cl oset.
The search al so produced three crack pipes, a spoon with residue, and sone
netal crack pipe cleaners. From Dawson's pocket, officers recovered $23. 00
in cash, which included the marked twenty-dollar bill. Finally, officers
sei zed a nunber of utility bills indicating service for Manuel Dawson at
721 Orange Street and a |ease agreenent naming Manuel Dawson as the
resident of 721 Orange Street.

'The Honorable William R. Wilson, Jr., United States District Judge for the
Eastern District of Arkansas.
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After receiving his Mranda warni ngs, Dawson adnmtted that the | oaded
rifle was his. Dawson also told the officers that he was the | one occupant
of the residence.

.
Dawson asserts that the evidence was insufficient to find he intended
to distribute the 2.1 grans of cocai ne base. Dawson further asserts that
the seized utility bills should have been excluded from evi dence.

A

Dawson clains that the District Court erred in refusing to grant his

notion for judgnent of acquittal. His argunents on appeal, as best we can
discern fromhis brief, attack only his conviction under 8§ 841(a)(1) for
possession of a controlled substance with intent to distribute. He

mai ntains that the evidence supports "sinple possession at best."
Dawson's Brief at 5. W disagree.

In reviewing the denial of a notion for judgnent of acquittal, we nust
exam ne the evidence in the light nost favorable to the governnent and give
the governnent the benefit of all reasonable inferences. See United
States v. French, 88 F.3d 686, 687-88 (8th Gr. 1996). W wll reverse the
conviction only if "a reasonable fact-finder nust have entertained a
reasonabl e doubt about the governnent's proof of one of the offense's
essential elenents.” United States v. lvey, 915 F.2d 380, 383 (8th Cir.
1990). "A reasonable fact-finder may find guilt beyond a reasonabl e doubt
based solely on circunstantial evidence." United States v. Garrett, 948
F.2d 474, 476 (8th Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 117 S. . 374 (1996).

The governnent mnust prove that Dawson know ngly possessed the cocaine
base and that he intended to distribute it. See United States v.
Patterson, 886 F.2d 217, 219 (8th Gr. 1989) (per curian). Oficers seized
only 2.1 grans of cocai ne base from




Dawson. Mere possession of a small ampbunt of cocaine, standing alone, is
an insufficient basis fromwhich to infer an intent to distribute. See
United States v. Eng, 753 F.2d 683, 687 (8th Cr. 1985). Addi ti onal
evi dence indicating Dawson's intent to distribute is required to affirmhis
conviction. See United States v. Franklin, 728 F.2d 994, 1000 (8th Cir.
1984) (holding that possession of 35 grans of cocaine, wthout other
indicia of narcotics distribution, was insufficient as a nmatter of lawto
support an inference of intent to distribute).

This Court has set forth factors fromwhich an intent to distribute
a controll ed substance nay be inferred. Mst significant is the presence
of a firearm See United States v. White, 969 F.2d 681, 684 (8th Cr.
1992). "Because a gun is 'generally considered a tool of the trade for
drug dealers, [it] is also evidence of intent to distribute.'" Id.
(citation omtted). The jury was aware that Dawson was in possession of
a loaded .22 caliber rifle when he was arrested. The presence of the rifle
wei ghs heavily agai nst Dawson.

This Court also has considered a prior sale of crack cocaine to a
confidential informant as evidence of an intent to distribute. See United
States v. Cotton, 22 F.3d 182, 184 (8th Gr. 1994); see also United States
v. Turpin, 920 F.2d 1377, 1383 (8th G r. 1990) (holding that a jury could
infer intent to distribute fromdefendant's past conduct of selling cocaine
on previous occasions). Here, Dawson was caught red-handed with the marked
twenty-dollar bill in his pocket. This is circunstantial evidence from
which the jury easily could have inferred that Dawson sold cocaine to a
confidential infornmant just an hour before his arrest.

An attenpt to elude |law enforcenent officials is also a permi ssible
indicator fromwhich to infer an intent to distribute. See United States
v. Akers, 987 F.2d 507, 512 (8th Gr. 1993). The jury heard evidence that
Dawson attenpted to flee when the officers arrived at his hone to execute
t he warrant.




W hold that the totality of the evidence is sufficient to support
Dawson's conviction on this count. The District Court was correct in
denyi ng Dawson's notion for judgnment of acquittal

B

In an argurment that would appear to attack both counts of his
convictions, Dawson clains that the District Court erred when it admtted
utility bills recovered by officers during the search. These bills
indicated utility service in Manuel Dawson's nane at 721 Orange Street,
North Little Rock, Arkansas. The utility bills were offered to show that
Dawson resided at the house.

W generally defer to a district court's ruling on the adm ssibility
of evidence and reverse only if the district court abused its discretion
See United States v. Falls, 117 F.3d 1075, 1077 (8th Cir. 1997). If a
district court inproperly admitted evidence, we uphold the ruling if the
error was harmess. See Fed. R Crim P. 52(a). An error is harmess if,
after viewing the entire record, we determ ne that "'no substantial rights
of the defendant were affected, and that the error did not influence or had
only a very slight influence on the verdict.'" United States v. Harbin,
112 F. 3d 974, 977 (8th Cr. 1997) (citations onmitted).

In offering the utility bills as evidence, the governnent asked a
testifying police officer to read to whomthe bills were addressed. Dawson
obj ected, asserting that the bills were not authenticated and contai ned
hearsay. Over Dawson's objection, the District Court admtted the utility
bills and allowed the officer to read fromthem

W need not and do not decide whether the utility bills were properly
adm tted. Even assuming arguendo that the District Court erred in
admtting the bills, the error was harm ess. After careful scrutiny of the
record, we find that the governnent adnmitted enough other evidence, the
admi ssibility of which Dawson does not contest,



from which the jury could conclude that Dawson resided at 721 O ange
Street. The jury heard evidence that Dawson was arrested at the O ange
Street residence. At the tine of Dawson's arrest, he was al one. The | ease
agreenent presented at trial by the governnment naned Dawson as the only
resident.? Mst inportantly, the jury heard evidence that Dawson actually
told officers he resided alone at the Orange Street residence. The utility
bills were nmerely cunul ative evidence. W conclude that their adm ssion
af fect ed none of Dawson's substantial rights and had no, or only slight,
i nfl uence on the verdict.

Dawson's convi ctions are affirned.
A true copy.
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?While Dawson objected at tria to the admission of the lease agreement, he
waived the argument on appeal.
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