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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

James Cornell Swift was convicted by ajury of being afelonin
possession of afirearm and ammunition and of possession of crack
cocaine with intent to distribute. On appeal he alleges that the district
court erred by denying his: (1) motion to suppress evidence obtained
after the police executed a search warrant, without first knocking and
announcing themselves; (2) motion to suppress his alleged confes-
sion; and (3) motion for acquittal notwithstanding the verdict. For the
reasons that follow, we affirm.

First, police encountered the required exigent circumstances neces-
sary to properly execute the search warrant without knocking and
announcing their presence; thus, the district court did not err in deny-
ing the motion to suppress. See Richards v. Wisconsin, 520 U.S. 385,
391 (1997); United States v. Kennedy, 32 F.3d 876, 882 (4th Cir.
1994). Second, the district court did not err by making the factual
finding that Swift voluntarily confessed to ownership of the gun and
admitted to distributing cocaine following the administration of the
warnings enumerated under Mirandav. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966).
See United Statesv. Allen, 159 F.3d 832, 838 (4th Cir. 1998) (stating
standard of review). Finally, both convictions were supported by suf-
ficient evidence such that the district court properly denied his motion
for acquittal notwithstanding the verdict. See Glasser v. United States,
315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942); United States v. MacCloskey, 682 F.2d 468,
473 (4th Cir. 1982).

Accordingly, we affirm Swift's convictions. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



