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PER CURI AM *

Ll ewellyn Ckeith Pistole appeals his sentence follow ng his
guilty plea to one count of bank robbery. It is undisputed that
the district court did not specifically inquire whether Pistole
read the presentence report (“PSR’) and discussed it with his
counsel, and that no “reasonabl e inference” can be drawn that the
court verified that Pistole had read and di scussed the PSR  See

FED. R CRM P. 32(c)(3)(A); United States v. Esparza-Gonzal es,

268 F.3d 272, 274 (5th CGr. 2001), cert. denied, 122 S. C. 1547

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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(2002). Pistole does not contend that he did not read the PSR
only that the court’s failure to ascertain that he read it caused
hi m prejudice. Neither does he challenge the contents of the
PSR.

W review Pistole’s claimonly for “plain error” because
Pistole did not object to the omssion in the district court.
Id. To reverse under plain-error review, the error nust be clear
and obvious, it nust affect the defendant’s substantial rights,
and a failure to correct the error nust seriously affect the
fairness, integrity, or public reputation of the judicial

proceedings. See United States v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162

(5th Gr. 1994).
There is no indication that verification that Pistole
hi msel f read the PSR woul d have made the slightest difference in

hi s sent ence. See United States v. Ravitch, 128 F. 3d 865, 869

(5th Gr. 1997) (noting that, under plain-error review, it is
pointless to remand if the district court could have inposed the
sane sentence). In sum this appeal is frivolous and is

t her ef ore DI SM SSED

DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS



