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PER CURI AM

Donovan Anthony Stafford appeals his conviction for
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute cocaine in
violation of 21 U S.C. 88 841, 846 (2000), and inporting cocaine
in violation of 21 U . S.C. 8§ 952, 960 (2000).' Finding no error,
we affirm

Stafford clains the district court erred when it denied
his notion for a judgnent of acquittal because there was
i nsufficient evidence to prove he participated in the charged drug
conspiracy.? This court reviews the district court’s decision to

deny a notion for judgnent of acquittal de novo. United States v.

Gl linore, 247 F.3d 134, 136 (4th Cr. 2001). |If the notion was
based on insufficiency of the evidence, the verdict nust be
sustained if there is substantial evidence, taking the view nost

favorable to the governnent, to support it. G asser v. United

States, 315 U. S. 60, 80 (1942). 1In evaluating the sufficiency of
the evidence, this court does not review the credibility of the

W tnesses and assunes that the jury resolved contradictions in

IStafford has not raised a claim under United States V.
Booker, 125 S. C. 738 (2005), or Blakely v. Washington, 124 S. C.
2531 (2004). | ndeed, he raises no challenge to his sentence.
Thus, he has wai ved revi ew of the sentence.

2St af f ord does not chal l enge his conviction for being an alien
who had previously been convicted of an aggravated fel ony and who
had unlawfully re-entered the United States after deportation in
violation of 8 U S C § 1326(a), (b)(2) (2000). Thus, he has
wai ved review of this conviction.
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testinmony in favor of the governnent. United States v. Roner, 148

F.3d 359, 364 (4th G r. 1998).
“Once a conspiracy has been proved, the evidence need
only establish a slight connection between any gi ven def endant and

the <conspiracy to support conviction.” United States v.

Strickland, 245 F.3d 368, 385 (4th G r. 2001). Stafford does not
di spute that a conspiracy existed between Larry Full enw nder and
Moni que Conl ey to inport drugs fromJamai ca, but argues that he was
merely present at their neetings and did not participate in the
conspiracy. “Participation in a crimnal conspiracy need not be
proved by direct evidence; a conmmon purpose and plan my be
inferred froma ‘ devel opnent and a col | ocati on of circunmstances.’”
d asser, 315 U. S. at 80. Viewing the evidence in a |ight nost
favorabl e to the Governnent, the evidence sufficiently established
Stafford’ s participation in the conspiracy. Stafford was present
at conspiracy interactions between Full enwi nder and Conl ey. When
the conspirators planned a trip to purchase drugs, Stafford went to
the travel agency and consulted w th Fullenw nder about which
airport to depart from The jury could reasonably infer that the
cash Fullenwi nder used to purchase the plane ticket was cash
Stafford gave hi mjust before entering the travel agency. Stafford
gave Conley gifts to give to the drug contact in Janmai ca and a hat

to wear so the contact would recognize her. Wth Fullenw nder’s

hel p, Stafford instructed Conl ey about what to do once she arrived
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in Jamai ca. This evidence, taken together, is sufficient to
establish a significant connection between Stafford and the
conspiracy. The district court did not err in denying Stafford’ s
nmotion for judgnment of acquittal.

Stafford next clains that the district court erred by
admtting some of Stafford’ s statenents to Conley, which were
translated by Fullenw nder, because the testinony was double
hearsay due to Fullenw nder’s translations. Stafford did not
object to Conley’s testinony, so our review is for plain error.

United States v. O ano, 507 U S. 725, 732-34 (1993). Stafford’'s

statenents to Conley about the trip to Jamaica were his own
statenents, and were adm ssible as adm ssions by a party-opponent
excluded from the definition of hearsay. Fed. R Evid.
801(d)(2)(A). Fullenwinder’s translations did not create double
hearsay, as an unofficial interpreter is no nore than a | anguage

conduit. See United States v. Martinez-Gytan, 213 F.3d 890, 892

(5th Cr. 2000); United States v. Alvarez, 755 F.2d 830, 860 (11th

Cr. 1985). The district court did not commt plain error in
admtting Stafford s statenents.

Finally, Stafford «clainms his trial counsel was
ineffectiveinfailing to object tothe admssibility of Stafford’ s
statenents of instruction to Conley. Claims of ineffective
assi stance of counsel are not cognizable on direct appeal unless

t he record concl usively establishes i neffective assistance. United



States v. Richardson, 195 F.3d 192, 198 (4th Cr. 1999). Qur

review of the record reveals that Stafford has failed to neet the
hi gh burden necessary to raise ineffective assi stance of counsel on
di rect appeal .

Accordi ngly, we affirm Stafford’s conviction and
sentence. W dispense with oral argunment 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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