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

No. 96-10227
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
Rl CHARD HOWNARD FANTROY,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:95-CR-248-D-1
Cct ober 24, 1996
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and JOLLY and H G NBOTHAM GCircuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ri chard Howard Fantroy appeals the sentence inposed by the
district court following entry of his guilty plea to count 12 of
a superseding indictnent charging himwith mail fraud and ai di ng
and abetting. Fantroy argues that the district court erred in
hol di ng hi mresponsible for the total amount |ost by the victins
of his mail-fraud schenme because the anounts used to cal cul ate

the total base offense | evel were not shown to be part of the

sane “schene” of “course of conduct.” Because this issue was not

" Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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raised in the district court, we review for plain error. United

States v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-64 (5th Cr. 1994) (en

banc), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 1266 (1995).

Fantroy’ s argunent borders on frivolity. In furtherance of
the schene to which he pleaded guilty, Fantroy staged autonobile
accidents, recruited other persons, and processed fal se i nsurance
clains. Cearly, the individual crines involved “common victins,
common acconplices, common purpose, [and] simlar nodus

operandi.” U.S.S.G § 1B1.3 comment. (n.9(A)); see United States

v. Lghodaro, 967 F.2d 1028, 1030 (5th Cr. 1992); United States

v. Richardson, 925 F.2d 112, 115-16 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 501

U S. 1237 (1991).

Fantroy al so argues that certain of the individual
transacti ons shoul d not have been counted as rel evant conduct
because they were outside of the statute of limtations.

Statutes of limtations do not Iimt consideration of what is and

is not rel evant conduct. See United States v. Vital, 68 F.3d

114, 118 (5th Gir. 1995).

AFFI RVED.



