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

No. 99-10190
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
DONALD MACK MARTI N

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:94-CR-105-ALL-T

January 11, 2000
Before JOLLY, JONES and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Donal d Mack Martin was convicted pursuant to a guilty plea
of contenpt of court and of possession of firearns by a convicted
felon in violation of 18 U S. C. 88 402, 922(g), 924(a)(2) and
924(e). As part of his plea agreenent, Martin reserved the right
to appeal the district court’s denial of his notion to suppress
the evidence of two firearns found when U. S. Marshal s i npounded
and searched his El Cam no. Martin contends that his vehicle was
i npounded and inventoried in violation of the Fourth Amendnent

because (1) the U S. Marshals’ procedures for inpounding vehicles

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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and conducting inventory searches are anbi guous and il -defi ned,;
(2) the U S. Marshals did not inpound his car pursuant to a valid
“caretaking” function; and (3) the inventory search was over
broad and was not conducted according to standardi zed procedures.
The district court did not err in determning that the U S
Marshal s had sufficiently standardi zed procedures for inpounding

vehi cl es and for conducting inventory searches. See United

States v. Bullock, 71 F.3d 171, 177 (1995).

Nor did the district court err in determning that Martin’s
vehi cl e was i npounded pursuant to the U S. Marshals’ caretaking
function, that the U S. Marshals followed its procedures in
i npoundi ng and searching Martin’s vehicle, and that the search

was not over broad. See id.; United States v. Ponce, 8 F.3d 989,

996 (5th Gr. 1993); United States v. Prescott, 599 F.2d 103, 106

(5th Gir. 1979).
Martin has not shown that the district court erred in

denying his notion to suppress the evidence found in the

warrantl ess search of his vehicle. The district court’s judgnment

i s AFFI RMVED.



