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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).

OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Appellant appeal s his sentence imposed for conspiracy and pos-
session of cocaine with intent to distribute. At his sentencing hearing,
the district court made a factual finding that at least 243 kilograms of
cocaine were attributable to the Appellant. Appellant challenges this
finding; we review for clear error, United States v. Goff, 907 F.2d
1441, 1444 (4th Cir. 1990), and affirm.

Our review reveals no clear error. The district court clearly stated

the bases for its finding of drug quantity. It found the figure to be sup-
ported by party submissions and the evidence presented at trial --
including the testimony of two witnesses. These witnesses were for-
mer drug dealers and co-conspirators of the Appellant. They voluntar-
ily turned themselvesin to the Drug Enforcement Administration and
participated in the sting operation which led to the arrest and convic-
tion of Appellant. Appellant contends that these two witnesses were
therefore motivated to fabricate stories of a greater quantity of
cocainein order to impress the Government and receive more favor-
able treatment. Accordingly, he argues that their testimony was inher-
ently unreliable and that the district court was required to conduct a
factual inquiry into their credibility. We reject this argument for two
reasons. First, thereis no precedent in this Court establishing such a
requirement. Second, the district court repeatedly and emphatically
stated that it found the witnesses to be both reliable and credible; wit-
ness credibility is not subject to appellate review. See United States
v. Saunders, 886 F.2d 56, 60 (4th Cir. 1989) (stating that withess
credibility is not reviewed in a sufficiency of the evidence challenge).
Having rejected Appellant's argument, we find that the district court's
determination of drug quantity was not clearly erroneous. Therefore,
we affirm Appellant's sentence. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
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meaterials before the court and argument would not aid in the deci-
sional process.

AFFIRMED



