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PER CURI AM *

In unrel ated cases, Juan Jose Espi noza- Gonzal ez, Pedro
Al viter-Segura, GQustavo Garci a-Lopez, and Abel Gerardo Huert a-
Vel asquez appeal fromtheir sentences followng guilty pleas to
charges of illegal reentry into the United States subsequent to
deportation. The cases have been consolidated on appeal. Al
def endants argue that the district court erred at sentencing by
failing to inquire whether the defendants and counsel had read
their presentence reports ("PSR') in violation of Fed. R Cim
P. 32(c)(3)(A). They contend that this error requires remand for
resent enci ng.

We agree with the defendants that the district court failed
to conply wwth Rule 32(c)(3)(A). However, because the defendants
did not raise the issue of nonconpliance in the district court,
we Wll correct the error only if it was plain and affected their

substantial rights. See United States v. Esparza-Gonzal ez,

F.3d __ (5th Gr. Sept. 26, 2001, No. 01-50213), 2001 W
1135317, at *1; see also United States v. d ano, 507 U S. 725,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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



01- 50135 c/w
01- 50216

01- 50329

01- 50377

- 3-

§665

732-34 (articulating the plain error standard of review). The
defendants have failed to show that the district court's error
was prejudicial and have not denonstrated plain error. Esparza-
Gonzal ez, 2001 W 1135317 at *1.

AFFI RVED.



