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

No. 01-31085
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
STEPHEN LESTER LACY,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 00- CR-50029- ALL

© August 2, 2002

Bef ore BARKSDALE, DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

St ephen Lester Lacy was convicted of bank fraud, noney
| aundering, and bankruptcy fraud related to his doing business as
Prof essi onal Conputer Analysts (PCA). Lacy appeals his
convi ction and sentence.

Lacy argues that the district court abused its discretion by

rejecting his jury instruction on good faith reliance on the

advi ce of counsel. United States v. Correa-Ventura, 6 F.3d 1070,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



No. 01-31085
-2

1076 (5th Gr. 1993). The district court found that the charge
as given contained the substance of the requested instruction.

See United States v. Chaney, 964 F.2d 437, 444 (5th Cr. 1992).

Lacy has not shown reversible error on this point.

Lacy argues that the district court erred in denying his
nmotion to dism ss sone of the counts of the indictnment because
they were nmultiple counts applied to the sane behavior. The
district court did not err in denying the notion because each
count of noney |aundering and bankruptcy fraud specified a

separate and distinct offense. See Bl ockburger v. United States,

284 U. S. 299, 304 (1932); see also United States v. duck, 143

F.3d 174, 179 (5th GCr. 1998).

Lacy argues that the district court erred in increasing his
of fense |l evel for specific offense characteristics by the anount
of the entire intended fraud. Lacy has not shown that the
district court erred in applying the grouping provisions of the

guidelines to his counts of conviction. United States V.

Leonard, 61 F.3d 1181, 1185 (5th Cr. 1995). Lacy has al so not
shown that the district court was clearly erroneous in
determ ning the anount of loss that is relevant conduct to the

grouped offenses. See United States v. Rodriguez, 278 F.3d, 486,

493 (5th Gir. 2002).

AFFI RVED.



