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

No. 96-50158
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

vVer sus
W LLI AM EARL M LLS,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. W94-CR- 112
Cct ober 29, 1996
Bef ore JONES, DeMOSS and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

WlliamEarl MIIls appeals his convictions for bank robbery,
using and carrying a firearmduring the comm ssion of a crinme of
vi ol ence, possession of a firearmby a convicted felon,
possession of an unregistered firearm and escape from custody.
He argues that the district court erred when it denied his notion

to suppress evidence, that the evidence was insufficient to

support his conviction for using and carrying a firearm during

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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the comm ssion of a crime of violence, that the district court
erred when it increased his crimnal history |evel wthout
di scussing internediate levels, and that the district court erred
when it used the obstruction-of-justice enhancenent tw ce when
calculating the offense |l evel on his nultiple-count conviction.
We have reviewed the record and the briefs of the parties
and hold that the evidence MIIls sought to suppress was not the
product of an unl awful search because he voluntarily abandoned

the duffle bag which contained the evidence. United States v.

Qui roz- Hernandez, 48 F.3d 858, 864 (5th Cr. 1995). W further

hold that the evidence was sufficient for a reasonable jury to

find MIls guilty beyond a reasonabl e doubt of using and carrying

a firearmduring a crine of violence. United States v. Bell, 678
F.2d 547, 549 (5th Gir. 1982) (en banc), aff'd, 462 U.S. 356
(1983). As to MIIs’s contention that the district court failed
to articulate its reasons for enhancing MIIs’s crimnal history,
we find that the record provides a reasonable basis by which this
court can conclude that the district court thoroughly considered
the appropriate guidelines in arriving at its sentence. See

United States v. MKenzie, 991 F.2d 203, 205 (5th Gr. 1993).

Last, we find that the district court did not err when it
overruled MIIls’s objection to the enhancenent of his base
of fense | evel for the obstruction of justice.

AFFI RVED.



