IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-40454

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus
CORNELI US DEW TTE LOE, JR, also known as C.D. LCE;

BABO BEAZLEY LOE; LOE S H GHPORT, | NC.
Def endants - Appel |l ants.

Consolidated with
Case No. 99-40495

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Plaintiff - Appellee,
ver sus

LOE' S HI GHPORT, | NC.; BABO BEAZLEY LCE
Def endants - Appel |l ants.

Consolidated with
Case No. 99-41470

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

BABO BEAZLEY LOE; LOE S H GHPORT, | NC.
Def endants - Appel |l ants.

Consolidated with
Case No. 00-40690

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Plaintiff - Appellee,
ver sus

BABO BEAZLEY LOE; LOE S H GHPORT, | NC.
Def endants - Appel |l ants.




Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas

June 21, 2001

ON PETI TI ONS FOR REHEARI NG AND REHEARI NG EN BANC

(Opinion April 17, 2001, 5th Gr., _  F.3d _ )

Bef ore H GA NBOTHAM and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges, and FISH ™ District
Judge.
PER CURI AM

In a footnote, the panel opinion states that "[n]either party
appeal s its noney | aundering convictions under counts 25, 29, 30,
and 31." United States v. Loe, 248 F.3d 449, 467 n.80 (5th Cr.
2001). The opinion should have indicated that neither party
challenges its conviction under these counts on the grounds
di scussed in that section of the opinion, that the evidence was
insufficient to establish that at |east $10,000 of the "traced"
funds was fraudulently obtained. As the opinion recognizes in the
sane footnote, Babo Loe raised a nore general sufficiency
challenge to Count 25, which the opinion rejected. Both Loe's
H ghport, Inc. and Babo Loe also appealed their convictions on
counts 25, 29, 30, and 31 on a distinct rationale, arguing that the

i ndi ctment al |l owed for a non-unani nous jury verdict. This Court was

unper suaded by Appell ants' contention and affirmed the convictions

on t hese counts.

" District Judge of the Northern District of Texas, sitting by
desi gnation



Wth the clarification of this order, the Petitions for Panel
Rehearing are DENI ED. No nenber of this panel nor judge in regul ar
active service on the court having requested that the court be
pol |l ed on Rehearing En Banc (Fed. R App. and 5th CGr. R 35), the
Petitions for Rehearing En Banc fil ed by Appel |l ants Loe's Hi ghport,

Inc. and Cornelius Dewitte Loe, Jr. and Appellee are al so DEN ED.



