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PER CURI AM

Travis Antone \Waden appeals his conviction of one count of
possession with intent to distribute 212.2 grans of cocai ne base in
violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A) (2000). Waden pled
guilty under a conditional plea agreenent and was sentenced to 144
nmonths in prison and five years of supervised rel ease. On appeal,
Waden argues the district court erred when it denied his notion to
suppress evi dence sei zed pursuant to a search warrant. W affirm

We review the district court’s factual findings underlying a
notion to suppress for clear error, and the district court’s |egal

determ nati ons de novo. See Onelas v. United States, 517 U. S. 690,

699 (1996); United States v. Rusher, 966 F.2d 868, 873 (4th Cr.

1992). \When a suppression notion has been denied, we reviewthe
evidence in the |light nost favorable to the Governnent. See United

States v. Seidnman, 156 F.3d 542, 547 (4th Gr. 1998). W have

reviewed the district court’s denial of Waden’s notion to suppress
t he evidence seized fromthe search of his residence and find no
error. W dispense with oral argunment 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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