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

No. 95-10554 & No. 95-10557
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
TODD ALAN ARNOLD,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
STEPHEN GREGG ECHOLS,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal s from'Eh;:- -Uni-t;-:-d-S'Ea'Ee-s D| strict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:95- CR-001- A-(2)
USDC No. 4:95- CR-001- A- (3)
, ~ April 19, 1996
Bef ore DUHE, DeMOSS, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Todd Al an Arnold and Stephen Gregg Echols appeal their

sentences followng their guilty-plea convictions for conspiracy

to conmt mail fraud, wre fraud, bank fraud, and noney

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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| aundering; and for mail fraud, for their role in a tel emarketing
schene. They argue that the district court erred in grouping the
nmoney- | aundering and fraud counts under U S.S.G § 3D1.2 because
the counts did not involve the sanme victins.

Appel lants did not raise the issue in the district court; we

therefore reviewonly for plain error. See United States v.

Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-64 (5th Cr. 1994) (en banc), cert.
denied, 115 S. . 1266 (1995). W have reviewed the record, the
argunents, and the district court's decision to group the counts,

and find no error, plain or otherwse. See United States V.

Leonard, 61 F.3d 1181, 1185-86 & n.5 (5th Gr. 1995).
AFFI RVED.



