IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-10057
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
SCOTT CHRI STOPHER TRAYLOR,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:99-CR-23-03

~ January 12, 2001
Bef ore HI GG NBOTHAM DUHE, and WENER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Scott Christopher Traylor appeals his sentence followng a
guilty-plea conviction for: 1) conspiracy to defraud the United
States; 2) uttering a counterfeit security and ai ding and abetti ng;
3) interstate transportation of a stolen vehicle and aiding and
abetting; and 4) wuttering a fictitious security with intent to
defraud and ai di ng and abetting. Traylor argues that the district

court erred in increasing his offense |evel for obstruction of

justice pursuant to U.S.S.G 8 3Cl.1, and i n denying hi man of fense

! Pursuant to 5THGR R 47.5, the court has detern ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



| evel reduction for acceptance of responsibility pursuant to
US S G § 3EL 1.
The district court properly based its finding of obstruction

of justice on a conbination of Traylor’s actions. See United

States v. Bethley, 973 F.2d 396, 402 (5th Cr. 1992) (affirmng

finding of obstruction of justice based on a conbination of the
def endant’ s actions). At the tinme of his first arrest, Traylor
knew that an arrest warrant had been issued for him when he
supplied the false nane, under which he had commtted other
of fenses, and a false driver’'s license. At the tinme of his second
arrest, Traylor previously had been in custody and “felt there was
a mstake with the rel ease,” but proceeded to flee on foot fromthe
authorities.

“Qobstructive conduct can vary wdely in nature, degree of
pl anni ng, and seriousness,” and “the conduct . . . is not subject
to precise definition.” US SG 8§ 3CL.1, coment. (n.3). I n
light of the record as a whole, the district court’s finding of

obstruction of justice was not clearly erroneous. See Bethley, 973

F.2d at 402; see also United States v. ©Mndello, 927 F.2d 1463,

1466-67 (9th CGr. 1991) (affirmng finding of obstruction of
justice when defendant had already been arrested and was told he
was a suspect, but played a cat-and-nobuse gane of avoiding
authorities prior to his final arrest).

Traylor’s assertion that he was entitled to an offense | evel
reduction for acceptance of responsibility simlarly is wthout

merit. Traylor does not argue, and the record does not indicate,



that this is an extraordinary case in which adjustnents for both
obstruction of justice and acceptance of responsibility would be

appropriate. US S .G 8 3EL.1, conment. (n.4); see United States

v. Ayala, 47 F.3d 688, 691 (5th Cr. 1995).
Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



