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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Elan Christopher Lewis was sentenced to life without parole on the
basis of convictions on one count of money laundering, four counts

of drug distribution, and two counts involving firearms. On appeal, he
attacks the sufficiency of the evidence on four of the counts. He also
challenges how his offense level was cal culated under the Sentencing
Guidelines. We find no error, and we affirm.

The district court adopted the probation officer's calculation of the
total offense level: To a base offense level of 38 (USSG
§2D1.1(a)(3)(c)(1) (Nov. 1994), more than 1.5 kg. of cocaine base)
was added four levels for Lewis's leadership rolein the offense
(USSG § 3B1.1(a)) and two levels for obstruction of justice (USSG
§ 3C1.1). Theresulting total offense level of 44 mandated a sentence
of life without parole. On appeal, Lewis disputes only the addition of
two offense levels for obstruction of justice.

USSG § 3C1.1 callsfor an increase of two levels "[i]f the defen-
dant willfully obstructed or impeded, or attempted to obstruct or
impede, the administration of justice during the investigation, prose-
cution, or sentencing of the instant offense.. . . ." In the presentence
report, the probation officer recommended the obstruction points on
the basis of "the government records" that reflected that after his
arrest, Lewis phoned Preston, who was cooperating with the police,
and asked him to "lie to law enforcement authorities about their drug
activities." Lewis objected on the ground that there was insufficient
evidence to support the allegation.

Two hearings were held. At the first one, Detective McNamara tes-
tified that he met with Preston a few weeks after Lewis had been
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arrested in October 1994. According to the officer, Preston said that
Lewis had called him at work and asked him what he was going to
say; when Preston replied "the truth,” Lewis said "not to tell him any-
thing, to disavow any knowledge of him being involved, and that he
shouldn't tell them anything about their drugs or anything else.”" At
the second hearing, Detective McNamara was cross-examined but
could not be budged from his story. He did admit, however, that he
had made no contemporaneous written report of his conversation with
Preston.

Preston, who was called as a government witness, testified that he
received acall from Lewis and that "he just told me he was locked
up and to help him if | could.” Pressed lightly by the government
counsdl, he repeated that Lewis said "to help him if | could." Asked
what he understood that request to mean, Preston replied, "I guess
don't tell on him, to help him out if I could in any way" and "not tes-
tify." He also testified that he reported this conversation to the police.
There was no cross-examination by Lewis's counsel.

The court may consider any information, including hearsay testi-
mony, aslong asit has a"sufficient indicia of reliability to support
its probable accuracy.” USSG § 6A1.3, p.s., comment.; see United
States v. Roberts, 881 F.2d 95, 105-06 (4th Cir. 1995). Although Pres-
ton'srecital of what Lewis told him during the telephone call--to
help if he could--may be open to an interpretation other than that
Lewis was asking his coconspirator to lie, the court was free to con-
sider the detective's testimony as well. We give due deference to the
sentencing court's finding on this "essentially factual" matter and will
overturn it only for clear error. United States v. Daughtrey, 874 F.2d
213, 217-18 (4th Cir. 1989). We find no clear error in the district
court's conclusion that Lewis attempted to obstruct the investigation.

Count |11 aleged the distribution of more than 50 grams of cocaine
base "in or about July 1992." Mittledorfer Taylor, a coconspirator,
testified about a transaction involving the sale of nine ounces of crack
cocaine at a car wash near Richmond. Lewis arguesthat Taylor's tes-
timony was the only link to the alleged incident and that such testi-
mony isinsufficient to prove when and where the incident took place.
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We must sustain averdict "if there is substantial evidence, taking
the view most favorable to the Government, to support it." Glasser v.
United States, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942). Under this standard, we find
that the evidence is sufficient as to time and place. Taylor testified
that Lewis, who was one of his major suppliers, showed up at acar
wash in Chesterfield in ablack Nissan 300-ZX, and the government
later proved that Lewis was involved in the purchase of such acar on
July 18, 1992. Taylor was arrested on August 12, 1992, so the deal
must have occurred before then. Another participant in the car wash
deal, Parker, corroborated Taylor's testimony.

Three countsinvolve adrug deal near Richmond on July 29, 1994:
V1I--distribution of more than fifty grams of crack; VIlI--use of a
firearmin relation to a drug crime; and | X --possession of afirearm
by a convicted felon. Lewis also attacks the sufficiency of the evi-
dence to sustain these convictions.

Herbert Lee testified that he bought four and one-half ounces of
crack from Lewis about two weeks before Lewiss arrest on August
6, 1994. The deal took place at a car wash afew miles south of Rich-
mond in Chester, Virginia. During the deal, Lewis pointed a semi-
automatic weapon at Lee's head and told him to "get my money
straight.” We find this sufficient evidence to support each of the con-
victions.

AFFIRMED



