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PER CURI AM

Charl es Henry Robi nson appeals fromthe judgnment of the
district court <convicting him of possession with intent to
di stribute cocaine base, in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1),
(b)(1)(B) (2000); possession of a firearmin furtherance of a drug
trafficking crine, in violation of 18 U. S.C. § 924(c) (2000); and
being a felon in possession of firearm in violation of 18 U S.C.
8§ 922(g). Robinson clains that the district court erred in denying
his notion to suppress. Finding no error, we affirm”

W review |egal conclusions de novo, while review ng

factual findings for clear error. Onelas v. United States, 517

U S. 690, 699 (1996); United States v. Rusher, 966 F.2d 868, 873

(4th Cr. 1992). \When a suppression notion has been denied, we
review the evidence in the light nost favorable to the governnent.

See United States v. Seidman, 156 F.3d 542, 547 (4th Cr. 1998).

Robi nson first clains that the district court erred in
finding that he was advised of his constitutional rights pursuant

to Mranda v. Arizona, 384 U S. 436 (1966). Detective L. T. Seal s

"Counsel for Robinson has filed a notion seeking permissionto
provi de supplenental argunment to challenge certain aspects of
Robi nson’ s sentence under Blakely v. Washington, 124 S. C. 2531
(2004) . The notion is hereby granted, and the notion to file
suppl emental argunment is deenmed to provide the supplenental
argunent regarding the effects of Blakely. After consideration of
the order issued by the en banc court in United States v. Hamoud,
No. 03-4253, 2004 W. 17030309 (4th Cir. Aug. 2, 2004)(order)
petition for cert. filed, US LW  (US Aug. 6, 2004) (No.
04-193), we find no error in Robinson s sentence.

-2 .



testified that he recited the Mranda warnings tw ce to Robi nson,
first on a neighbor’s porch and then in Robinson’s living room
Mor eover, Detective Seals, Detective Matt Kni ght, and Sergeant A. J.
Bi ckauskus testified that Robinson was given Mranda warnings
inside the living room and that he acknow edged hi s under standi ng
of those warnings. Further, Robinson’s wtnesses, Stacie Nelson
and Wendell Wodard, Jr., provided contradictory testinony as to
whet her the officers advi sed Robinson of his Mranda rights. The
district court found the officers’ testinony credible, and such

credibility findings are not generally reviewable. See United

States v. Saunders, 886 F.2d 56, 60 (4th Cr. 1989). Therefore,

the district court did not clearly err in finding that Robinson
recei ved the Mranda warnings.

Next, Robinson clains that even if he was provided with
the Mranda rights, his statenents following the warnings were
coerced because he did not freely and voluntarily waive his right
to silence. W have reviewed the record and concl ude that under
the totality of the circunstances the incrimnating statenents
Robi nson made after waiving his Mranda rights were voluntary. See

United States v. Cristobal, 293 F.3d 134, 139-40 (4th Gr.), cert.

deni ed, 537 U.S. 963 (2002).
Accordingly, we affirm Robinson’s conviction. W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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