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HEANEY, Circuit Judge.

On March 6, 1997, a jury convicted Donald Harrison on
one count of managing and controlling a building for the
pur pose of unlawfully manufacturing nethanphetam nes in
violation of 21 U S C 8§ 856(a)(2). On June 6, 1997, the
district court sentenced Harrison to a thirty-nonth term
of inprisonnent, a $100.00 assessnent, and a three-year
term of supervised rel ease. Under 8§ 856(a)(2), it is
unl awful to “manage or control any building, room or
encl osure, either as an owner, |essee, agent, enployee,
or nortgagee, and knowngly and intentionally rent,



| ease, or make available for wuse, wth or wthout
conpensation, the building, room or enclosure



for the purpose of unlawfully manufacturing, storing,
distributing, or wusing a controlled substance.” 21
US C §856(a)(2). Harrison' s sole contention on appeal
Is that the governnent failed to prove beyond a
reasonabl e doubt that he knowngly and intentionally
rented or nmade the property available for the manufacture
of et hanphet am ne. After a careful review of the
record, we conclude that substantial evidence supports
Harrison’s conviction.

In reviewing the sufficiency of the evidence for a
crimnal conviction, “we look at the evidence in the
light nost favorable to the verdict and accept as
established all reasonable inferences supporting the
verdi ct . We then uphold the conviction only if it is
supported by substantial evidence.” United States V.
Black C oud, 101 F.3d 1258, 1263 (8th Cr. 1996)
(citations omtted). For evidence to be substantial, it
“need not exclude every reasonable hypothesis of
I nnocence, but sinply be sufficient to convince the jury
beyond a reasonabl e doubt that the defendant is guilty.”
United States v. MQiire, 45 F.3d 1177, 1186 (8th Cr.
1995) (citation omtted). Because circunstanti al
evidence is as inherently probative as direct evidence,
Holland v. United States, 348 U S. 121, 140 (1954), the
sane standard applies to verdicts based entirely or
partly on circunstantial evidence. United States v.
Carlson, 547 F.2d 1346, 1360 (8th Cr. 1976).

Harri son owned property at 1412 S.E. 37th Street in
Des Moines, lowa. He lived in a trailer imediately to
the north of a Quonset building which housed his
busi ness, Harrison Trenchi ng Conpany. Roy Chaprman and



M chell e Robertson also lived on the property. Chapnan
paid Harrison $150.00 per nonth to keep his trailer on
Harrison's property.

At trial, Chapman provided extensive testinony
regarding Harrison’s involvenent in and know edge of
met hanphet am ne production on Harrison's property using
Harrison’s equi pnent. For exanple, Chapman testified
that on January 30, 1996, he brought a coffee filter and
pitcher fromHarrison's property to Detective Terr



Sweeney at the Pol k County Sheriff's Ofice. Chapnman had
witnessed a |iquid being poured through the filter and
into the pitcher and believed that this was a step in the
manuf acture of nethanphet am nes. Det ecti ve Sweeney’s
testinmony confirmed that she received the coffee filter
and pitcher from Chapnman. These itens were submtted for
chem cal anal ysis which reveal ed net hanphet am ne resi due
I n both. Subsequently, the police searched Harrison's
property on February 24, 1996 and June 4, 1996.
Governnent wi tnesses provided testinony regarding the two
searches of Harrison's property. During the searches,
the police took pictures of the nethanphetam ne process
and seized itenms showing traces of nethanphetam ne.
After the February 24, 1996 search, Harrison was provided
with an inventory of the itens seized.

Chapman testified that he had wtnessed Harrison
present on at | east ten occasions during the manufacture
of met hanphetam nes on Harrison’s property wth
Harrison's equi pnent. Usi ng photographs taken of
Harrison's property, Chapnman descri bed t he
met hanphet am ne production process he had observed.
Chapman also testified that he had w tnessed severa
people, including Harrison, sniffing a powder that they
had referred to as net hanphetam ne.

In a separate proceedi ng, Robertson pleaded guilty to
a gun char ge and conspi racy to distribute
met hanphet am ne. Pursuant to a plea agreenent with the
governnent, she testified at Harrison's trial that she
obt ai ned nethanphetam ne for Harrison; that she was
present when nethanphetam ne was being nmade in the
Quonset building on Harrison’s property while he was on



the prem ses; and how the nethanphetam nes were
manuf actured on Harrison's property.

After hearing the evidence, the jury was instructed
t hat:

[ T he governnent is not required to prove
Donald E. Harrison intended to use the buil ding
for the prohibited purpose. Rat her, you nay
find Donald E. Harrison quilty . . . if you
find, beyond a reasonabl e doubt,



t hat t he proscri bed activity manuf act uring
met hanphet am ne was present and that the defendant knew
of and intentionally allowed the activity to continue,
with or wthout conpensati on.

(Instruction No. 21.) Wth regard to intent and
know edge, the jury was instructed that:

Intent or know edge nmay be proved |ike
anything el se. You may consider any statenents
made and acts done by the defendant, and all the
facts and circunstances in evidence which my
aid in a determ nation of defendant’s know edge
or intent.

You may, but are not required to, infer that
a person intends the natural and probable
consequences of acts knowi ngly done or know ngly
omtted.

(Instruction No. 17.) The jury was also instructed that:
“An act is done knowingly if the defendant realized what
he was doing and did not act through ignorance, m stake

or accident. You may consider the evidence of the
defendant’s acts and words, along with all the other
evidence, in deciding whether the defendant acted

know ngly.” (Instruction No. 18.)

Harri son does not suggest, nor do we concl ude, that
the jury instructions msstate the |aw After hearing
the evidence, the jury concluded that the governnent
proved beyond a reasonabl e doubt that Harrison know ngly
and intentionally rented or made his property avail able
for the manufacture of nethanphetam ne. After a careful
review of the record, we agree that substantial evidence
supports Harrison’s conviction. Accordingly, we affirm
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