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

No. 98-31021
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
LEO MCKI NNEY,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 98- CR-20- ALL

~ June 7, 2000

Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Leo McKinney appeals fromthe judgnment entered after a jury
found himguilty of two counts of distribution of cocaine base.

McKi nney argues that the district court erred by enhancing
his sentence two offense |evels pursuant to U S.S.G § 3Cl.1 for
obstruction of justice based on false testinony he gave at trial.

Because he did not object to this enhancenent in the district

court, we review for plain error only. See United States V.

Huerta, 182 F.3d 361, 366 (5th Gr. 1999), cert. denied, 120

S. . 1238 (2000). In light of the corroborated trial testinony

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
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except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
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of Montague Washi ngton, which flatly contradicted MKinney’s
testinony, we perceive no error--plain or otherwise--in the
district court’s inposition of § 3Cl.1's two-|evel enhancenent.

See United States v. Laury, 985 F.2d 1293, 1308-09 (5th Cr

1993). Furthernore, despite MKinney s pleas, we are not free to
adopt a nore forgiving standard governing the § 3Cl.1 enhancenent

for perjury at trial. See United States v. Gourley, 168 F. 3d

165, 171 n.10 (5th Gr.) (noting that we are bound by the

deci sions of previous panels), cert. denied, 120 S. C&. 72
(1999).

McKi nney argues that the district court erred at sentencing
i n approving the presentence report’s (i) conputation of the drug
quantity involved in his offense and (ii) inposition of a two-
| evel adjustnent pursuant to 8 2Dl1.1(b)(1) for possession of a
firearm |In inposing these sentencing enhancenents, the district
court properly relied on testinony it had heard at trial. See

United States v. Hare, 150 F.3d 419, 425 (5th Gr. 1998).

McKi nney has not shown that the court’s reliance on this
testinony was clear error. See id.

AFFI RVED.



