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OPINION

Ajuryconvictedappellant Robert L ewisHammond of possessionof cocaine. Enhanced
by two previous convictions, the jury assessed his punishment at confinement for six years.
In his sole point of error, Hammond contends that the evidence is insufficient to support his

conviction. We disagree.

Two Houston police officers, Vanderberry and Thomas, responded to a citizen’s
complaint about vagrantsinavacant house. When walking around the house, the officersfound
one man as he was leaving through the back entrance. Vanderberry detained this man outside

while Thomas looked inside the house. Onceinside, Thomasfound Appellant and ordered him



to step outside with hishandsinthe air while Thomas finished searching the house. Appellant

complied with these instructions.

Vanderberry testifiedthat as Appellant stepped outside the house, he apparently did not
see Officer Vanderberry. Instead, he was looking back inside the back door. Then, Appellant,
who was only afew feet from the officer, placed hishandin his pocket and threw ametal crack
pipe to the ground. Vanderberry retrieved the pipe, which was found to contain 7.4 mg of

cocaine.

Appellant does not specify whether his sufficiency of the evidence attack is upon the
legal or factual grounds. Appellant merely reasons that because Officer Thomas, who wasin
the house, did not see him in possession of cocaine, the testimony of Officer Vanderberry,

who saw appellant discard the cocaine pipe, was insufficient to prove his guilt.

Whether we examine the evidence “inthe light most favorable to the verdict,” Narvaiz
v. State,840S.W.2d415, 423 (Tex. Crim. App. 1992) (addressing legal sufficiency standard),
or without this prism, Clewis v. State, 922 SW.2d 126, 129-30 (Tex. Crim. App. 1996)
(addressing factual sufficiency standard), there is ample evidence to support the jury verdict.
Any rational trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the offense beyond a
reasonable doubt, and the jury finding is not so contrary to the overwhelming weight of the

evidence asto be clearly wrong and unjust. Appellant’s contention is thus overruled.

The judgment is affirmed.
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