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PER CURI AM

Wllie J. Cannon, Jr., appeals his conviction and
sentence for being a convicted felon in possession of a firearmin
violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1) (2000). For the follow ng
reasons, we affirm

Cannon argues the district court erred when it denied his
nmotion to suppress statenents he nmade at the tinme of his arrest.
W review the denial of a notion to suppress evidence de novo

United States v. Hamlin, 319 F.3d 666, 671 (4th Cr. 2003). W

review the evidence in the light nost favorable to the Governnent,
and review the district court’s findings of fact for clear error.
Id.

The issue Cannon rai ses is whether he was advi sed of his

rights under Mranda v. Arizona, 384 U S. 436 (1966). W concl ude

t hat because the district court found credi ble the testinony of two
| aw enf orcenent of ficers that Cannon was advi sed of his rights when
he was arrested and Cannon has not shown the district court’s
finding was clearly erroneous, the district court properly denied
Cannon’s notion to suppress.

Cannon al so argues there was insufficient evidence to
support his conviction. W consider whether “there i s substanti al
evi dence, taking the view nost favorable to the Governnent, to

support it.” (dasser v. United States, 315 U S. 60, 80 (1942).

“[ SJubstantial evidence is evidence that a reasonable finder of



fact could accept as adequate and sufficient to support a
conclusion of a defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.”

United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849, 862 (4th Cr. 1996) (en

banc). W conclude that viewing the evidence in the |ight nost
favorable to the Governnent, there was sufficient evidence that
Cannon knowi ngly possessed both firearns.

Accordingly, we affirmCannon’s convi ction 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 the decisional process.
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