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PER CURI AM

Fitzroy Qunter appeals his convictions for unlawful
possession of a firearmby a convicted felon, in violation of 18
US C 8 922(g)(1) (2000), marijuana possession with intent to
distribute, in violation of 21 US C § 841(a)(1) (2000), and
ai di ng and abetting marijuana possession with intent to distribute,
in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2 (2000).

On appeal, GQunter asserts the district court erred in
denying his notion to suppress evi dence seized fromhis residence,
based on the circunstances of his consent to the search. W review
a district court’s legal conclusions underlying a suppression
determ nation de novo, and its factual determ nations for clear

error. United States v. Sterling, 283 F.3d 216, 218 (4th Grr.

2002).
First, Qunter asserts his consent to the search of his
resi dence exposed himonly to liability for violations of state

law, not federal law. This argunent is neritless. See generally

United States v. Boone, 245 F. 3d 352, 362 (4th G r. 2001); see al so

Florida v. Jineno, 500 U. S. 248, 251 (1991).

Second, G@unter asserts his consent resulted from a
custodial interrogation that took place before the police advised
himof his rights. The district court rejected Gunter’s assertion
based on testinony from the arresting police officer, and the

court’s credibility determnation is not subject to appellate



review. See, e.q., United States v. Beidler, 110 F.3d 1064, 1067

(4th Gr. 1997).

Accordingly, we affirmQunter’s convictions and sent ence.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid in the decisional process.
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