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

No. 02-40681
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
RODNEY ERROLL COLEMAN,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:01-CR-175-ALL

* January 30, 2003
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM SM TH, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rodney Erroll Col enman appeal s his conviction and sentence
followng a conditional guilty plea to one count of possessing a
firearmwhile unlawfully using a controlled substance. 18 U S. C
8 922(g)(3). Coleman first argues that the district court erred
in denying his notion to suppress evidence because his consent to

search his vehicle was not given voluntarily. W assess the

vol untari ness of consent under the test set forth in United

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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States v. Jones, 234 F.3d 234, 242 (5th Cr. 2000). Col eman has

failed to show that the district court’s finding of voluntary
consent “was clearly erroneous or influenced by an incorrect view

of law” United States v. Shabazz, 993 F.2d 431, 439 (5th Cr

1993); see United States v. Watson, 273 F.3d 599, 604 (5th Cr

2001).

Col eman al so argues that the district court clearly erred by
adding two offense |evels for obstruction of justice pursuant to
US S G 8 3CL.1. Coleman has failed to show that the district
court’s determnation that he attenpted to influence the
testinony of a witness to his offense was clearly erroneous. See

US S G § 3ClL.1, coment. (n.4(a)); United States v. Bethley,

973 F.2d 396, 402 (5th CGr. 1992).

AFFI RVED.



