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

No. 97-50216
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
TERRANCE DOM NI QUE KI NG
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{e; ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. W 96-CR-49-1
_ October 22, 1997
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Terrance Dom ni que King appeals the district court’s deni al
of his notion to suppress and his sentence. King argues that the
unannounced entry of the police into the notel roomviolated the
Fourth Amendnent. However, the district court found the
foll ow ng exigent circunstances: (1) danger of destruction of
evidence due to the proximty of the bathroomin a notel room and

the fact that the drug was crack cocai ne w thout any indicaton

that the drugs were in a |l arge enough quantity that they could

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



not be easily disposed of, (2) danger of escape because one
suspect had fled fromthe police in the past, (3) greater danger
than in the single dwelling setting to innocent citizens
frequenting the notel or in nearby roons, and (4) the information
that King had posted a | ookout and the fact that the police were
dressed distinctively in raid gear increased each of the first
three dangers in this situation. These exigent circunstances
support a reasonabl e suspicion that knocking and announci ng woul d
have been futile and all owed escape or destruction of evidence
and therefore justified the failure to knock and announce. See

Ri chards v. Wsconsin, 117 S. C. 1416, 1421-22 (1997).

King al so argues that the district court erred in assessing
crimnal history points for three separate offenses for which he
was arrested on the sanme day and which he contends were part of a

common schene or plan. The convictions were not related within

the nmeani ng of the sentencing guidelines. See United States v.
Ford, 996 F.2d 83, 85-86 (5th Gr. 1993).

AFFI RVED.



