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that of a drug-addicted bystander who the government swept up in

its zeal to overcharge. Powers’ Brief at 16. We cannot agree,

viewing the evidence and inferences drawn therefrom in a light
favorable to the government. The evidence adduced at trial
suggested that Powers personally distributed cocaine to customers

(Tr. Vol. VII at 19, 22; Tr. Vol. VIII at 172, 180, 184, 189-90,

196-7, 238); that Powers allowed his residence to be used by the

conspiracy (Tr. Vol. VII at 25-7, 108, 120; Tr. Vol. VIII at 183,

197-8, 235, 337-39; Tr. Vol. IX at 463); and, that Powers himself

acted in partnership with other members of the conspiracy (Tr. Vol.

VII at 19-30, 35, 99, 114-15, 151; Tr. Vol. VIII at 196-7, 264-5;

Tr. Vol. IX at 439, 492, 582). On this basis, we hold that the

evidence was sufficient to convict Powers.

(5) Whether the dAistrict court erred when it refused to give an
instruction offered by Rodgers which defined the word
wfirearm."

Regarding jury instructions, the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure require that a defendant must "state[ ] distinctly the
matter to which [defendant] objects and the grounds of the
objection." See Fed. R. Crim. Pro. 30. We review the record for
plain error absent such specific objections, otherwise we review
Rodgers’ claim regarding a specific instruction de novo. United
States v. Barbee, 968 F.2d 1026, 1033 (10th Cir. 1992).

The record shows that defendant Rogers’ attorney properly
objected, stating that he believed that "there has been no evidence

presented that the gun was designed to shoot or if it could shoot."

(Tr. Vol X at 620-21). The district court denied Rodgers’
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