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~ Cctober 10, 2001

Before JONES, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges:
PER CURI AM *

Fed. R Cim P. 32(c)(3)(A) provides, anong other
things, that before inposing sentence in a crimnal case, a
district court nust “verify that the defendant and defendant’s
counsel have read and discussed” the defendant’s presentence
report. The appellants in these consolidated cases argue that as
to alleged violations of this requirenent to which a defendant
failed to object, this court should not review for plain error or

harm ess error, but should automatically remand for resentencing.

United Stats v. Esparza-Gonzalez, = F.3d __, 2001 W 1135317 (5N

Cr. Sep. 26, 2001), rejects their argunent and concludes that this

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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



court reviews for plain error an alleged violation of the
verification requirenment to which the defendant failed to object
bel ow.

The appellants did not object in the district court to
the verification requirenent violations that they now allege

occurred. As in Esparza-Gonzal ez, none of the appellants argues

that he was prejudiced by any such violation or even that he did
not read or discuss with his counsel his presentence report.
Appel | ants have not denonstrated plain error. See id.

The appel | ants’ ot her argunents are forecl osed by circuit
precedent and, as they acknow edge, are raised only in order to
preserve them for Suprene Court review The judgnents are

AFFI RMED. We commrend counsel for their lucidly argued briefs.



