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

No. 98-60246
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
EVAN DOSS, JR ; EVAN DGSS, JR, CORP.
Def endant s- Appel | ant s.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:98-CR-5-1-2
~ June 30, 1999
Before DAVIS, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Evan Doss, Jr., and the Evan Doss, Jr., Corporation appeal
fromtheir convictions for conspiracy to commt bankruptcy fraud
(both defendants), concealnnent of assets (Evan Doss, Jr.
Corporation only), and two counts of fraudul ent transfer of assets
(Evan Doss, Jr. only) in violation of 18 U S.C. 88 152(1), 152(7),
and 371. The defendants argue that: the evidence was insufficient
to support the conspiracy convictions, the district court abused
its discretion by denying their notion for the appointnment of an

expert wtness, the district court abused its discretion by

! Pursuant to 5THGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



allowing the introduction of evidence concerning Doss’s prior
convictions and other bad acts, the district court erred in its
cal cul ation of the anobunt of the | oss used for sentenci ng purposes,
and the district court erred by failing to instruct the jury with
regard to Doss’s good-faith defense. W have reviewed the record
and find no reversible error. The evidence was sufficient to

support the defendants’ conspiracy convictions. See United States

v. Fletcher, 121 F. 3d 187, 196 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 118 S. C

640 (1997). The district court did not abuse its discretion by

denyi ng the defendants’ notion for an expert witness. See United

States v. Castro, 15 F.3d 417, 421-22 (5th Cr. 1994); see also

United States v. Gadison, 8 F.3d 186, 191 (5th Gr. 1993)

(def endant nust denonstrate with specificity why services under 18
US C 8§ 3006A(e)(1) are required). The district court did not
abuse its discretion by permtting cross-exam nation of Doss about
his prior conviction w thout first conducting a bal anci ng test, see

United States v. Preston, 608 F.2d 626, 638 n.15 (5th Cr. 1979),

or by permtting cross-examnation of him about an earlier civil
|awsuit and the corporation’s failure to file inconme tax returns.
Based upon the information contained in the PSR and the testinony
at the sentencing hearing, the district court did not clearly err
by using $122,117.45 as the anmount of the loss for sentencing

pur poses. See United States v. Wnbish, 980 F.2d 312, 313 (5th

Cr. 1992). Finally, the district court did not abuse its
di scretion by refusing to give a good faith jury instruction. See

United States v. Correa-Ventura, 6 F.3d 1070, 1076 (5th G r. 1993).

Accordingly, the judgnents of the district court are AFFI RVED



