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

No. 96-40356
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
W LLI E LELAND McQUEEN, al so known as
WI1l, and ORLANDO TYRE AUSTI N, al so
known as Lance,

Def endant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:95-CR-33-2
Cct ober 23, 1996
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Codef endant s- appel lants Wllie Leland McQueen and Ol ando

Tyre Austin appeal their convictions and sentences for collection
of extension of credit by extortionate neans, possession of
cocai ne base with intent to distribute, and conspiracy to possess
cocai ne base with intent to distribute, in violation of 18 U S. C

8§ 894 and 21 U.S.C. 88 841(a)(1) and 846. W have reviewed the

argunents and the record and find no reversible error as to

* Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.



No. 96-40356
-2

McQueen’s claimthat the evidence was insufficient to support his

conspiracy conviction. See United States v. Bernea, 30 F.3d

1539, 1551 (5th Gr. 1994), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 1113 (1995),;

United States v. El-Zoubi, 993 F.2d 442, 445 (5th Gr. 1993).

The district court did not clearly err in inposing a Sentencing
Cui del i nes enhancenent based on a finding that the appell ants had
“abducted” one of their victins in conmtting the collection-of-

credit offenses. See United States v. Dunpson, No. 95-50106,

slip op. at 10 (5th Gr. COct. 19, 1995) (unpublished); U S S G
8§ 2E2.1(b)(3)(A). The district court also did not clearly err in
finding that Austin was a “leader” in the offense and that

McQueen was a “nmanager.” See United States v. Miusquiz, 45 F. 3d

927, 932-33 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 116 S. . 54 (1995);
US S G 8 3Bl.1(a), (b). Austin’s contention that the district
court violated Fed. R Cim P. 32 in adopting factual statenents

in his presentence report is neritless. See United States v.

Wiitlow, 979 F.2d 1008, 1011 (5th Gr. 1992). MQueen’s argunent
that the district court issued a jury instruction on the
collection-of-credit offense that was at variance with, or
constructively anended, the superseding indictnent is also

W thout nerit. See United States v. Haynmes, 610 F.2d 309, 310-11

(5th Gr. 1980).
Austin’s pro se notion to relieve his appoi nted appellate
counsel of his duties is DEN ED

AFFI RVED.
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