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PER CURIAM:*

David Stringer, Jr., appeals his jury convictions for

conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute cocaine base and

for possession with intent to distribute cocaine base.  He argues

that the district court erred in denying his motion to suppress

evidence because the officers executing the search warrant

violated the “knock and announce” rule.  The district court did

not err in determining that circumstances existed which permitted

officers to enter Stringer’s residence without knocking and
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announcing themselves, including information that Stringer

carried a handgun on his person during drug transactions, that

Stringer had a prior conviction for kidnaping, and that officers

reasonably believed that Stringer would have destroyed evidence

if the officers had announced their presence.  See United States

v. Cantu, 230 F.3d 148, 151 (5th Cir. 2000).

Stringer argues that the evidence was insufficient to

support his convictions.  In view of the evidence presented at

trial, a rational jury could have found that Stringer conspired

with others to possess with intent to distribute cocaine base and

that he possessed cocaine base with intent to distribute.  See

United States v. Ortega Reyna, 148 F.3d 540, 543 (5th Cir. 1998).

Stringer argues that the district court abused its

discretion in denying his motion for a new trial based on newly

discovered evidence that Ahaa Williams, a Government witness,

tested positive for drug use on the day that she testified. 

Because Williams’ trial testimony was cumulative and because

Williams has not shown that the newly discovered evidence would

probably have produced an acquittal, the district court did not

abuse its discretion in denying Stringer’s motion for a new

trial.  See United States v. Bowler, 252 F.3d 741, 747 (5th Cir.

2001).

AFFIRMED.


