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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Milton Braten appeals his jury convictions of one count of giving
false statements to a federal agency, 18 U.S.C. § 1001 (2000), and
three counts of obstruction of justice, 18 U.S.C. §§ 1503 and 1512
(2000). The district court sentenced Braten to a 121-month term of
imprisonment. We affirm. 

Braten first argues that the evidence presented at trial was insuffi-
cient to support his convictions on these four counts. A defendant
challenging the sufficiency of the evidence to support a conviction
"must overcome a heavy burden." United States v. Hoyte, 51 F.3d
1239, 1245 (4th Cir. 1995). We must sustain the verdict if there is
substantial evidence, taken in the light most favorable to the Govern-
ment, to support the conviction. Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S. 60,
80 (1942). Moreover, the jury weighs the credibility of the evidence,
and credibility determinations are not susceptible to judicial review.
United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849, 863 (4th Cir. 1996) (en banc).
We have thoroughly reviewed the record under this standard and con-
clude that it is sufficient to support Braten’s convictions. 

Braten next challenges the district court’s enhancement of his sen-
tence for "obstructing the investigation or prosecution of a criminal
offense." U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual §§ 2J1.2(c), 2X3.1
(2001). The standard of review for sentencing decisions operates on
a flexible sliding scale. United States v. Daughtrey, 874 F.2d 213, 217
(4th Cir. 1989). In general, this court reviews a district court’s factual
findings for clear error and its application of the guidelines de novo.
Id. The district court’s determination of whether defendant’s conduct
involved obstructing an investigation or prosecution of a criminal
offense is a factual inquiry reviewed only for clear error. See United
States v. Dickerson, 114 F.3d 464, 467-68 (4th Cir. 1997). The clear
error standard also applies to the district court’s determination of what
crime the defendant obstructed. Id. at 468. We have reviewed the sub-
missions of the parties and the district court’s sentencing decision on
this issue and find no reversible error. 

Accordingly, we affirm Braten’s convictions and sentence. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
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adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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