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PER CURIAM:*

Julia Marie Villareal entered a conditional guilty plea to

an indictment charging her with possession with intent to

distribute cocaine.  Villareal reserved her right to appeal the

district court’s denial of her motion to suppress evidence seized

in a search of her home pursuant to a warrant.

Villareal argues that the search violated the Fourth

Amendment because the officers executing the warrant failed to
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knock and announce their presence prior to breaking down her

door, and she argues for the first time on appeal that the

officers “manufactured” exigent circumstances by executing the

warrant after dark.   

“In order to justify a ‘no-knock’ entry, the police must

have a reasonable suspicion that knocking and announcing their

presence, under the particular circumstances, would be dangerous

or futile, or that it would inhibit the effective investigation

of the crime by, for example, allowing the destruction of

evidence.”  Richards v. Wisconsin, 520 U.S. 385, 394 (1997).  

Based on the evidence presented at the suppression hearing, we

find no error in the district court’s determination that the

officers executing the warrant reasonably suspected that knocking

and announcing would have placed them in danger and might have

resulted in the destruction of evidence.  See United States v.

Orozco, 191 F.3d 578, 581 (5th Cir. 1999); Richards, 520 U.S. at

394.  Villareal’s argument that the arresting officers created

exigent circumstances due to their decision when to execute the

warrant fails to establish that the district court plainly erred

in denying the motion to suppress.  See United States v.

Maldonado, 42 F.3d 906, 912-13 (5th Cir. 1995).

AFFIRMED.


