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

No. 00-41134
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ANTONYA RENEE COLE,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. C-00-CR-96-3
My 2, 2001
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ant onya Renee Col e appeal s her convictions for possession of
marijuana with intent to distribute, conspiracy to possess
marijuana with intent to distribute, and conspiracy to commt
nmoney | aundering. She asserts that the evidence was insufficient
to support her conviction because the testinony of the
cooperati ng codefendant, Angel a Doby, was induced through a plea
agreenent and was not corroborated. The uncorroborated testinony

of a coconspirator may be sufficient to support a conviction.

United States v. Westbrook, 119 F.3d 1176, 1189 (5th G r. 1997).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The offer of a | eniency agreenent by the Governnent does not

violate the federal bribery statute. See United States v. Haese,

162 F. 3d 359, 367-68 (5th GCr. 1998). W hold that the evidence
was sufficient to support Cole’ s conviction on each ground.

Col e has raised various assertions of ineffective assistance
of her trial counsel. The record has not been adequately
devel oped for this court to consider these clains on direct

appeal. See United States v. Higdon, 832 F.2d 312, 314 (5th Cr

1987) .

Col e also asserts that her trial was rendered fundanentally
unfair because a governnment w tness inproperly comented on
Col e’s post-arrest, post-Mranda silence in violation of Doyle v.
Ghio, 426 U. S. 610 (1976). Because no objection was nmade to the

wtness's testinony, reviewis for plain error. United States v.

Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-64 (5th Cr. 1994)(en banc)(citing
United States v. dano, 507 U S. 725, 731-37 (1993)). As Cole

testified that she had exercised her right to remain silent in
order to bolster her own credibility and to refute another
officer’s testinony regarding her post-arrest statenents, she
cannot show that her substantial rights were affected by the case

agent’ s testinony. Consequently, her conviction is AFFI RVED



