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Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVIS, and PRADO Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Robert “Wiite Eagle” OQto appeals from his conviction by
guilty plea of conspiring to violate the National Firearns Act.
Qto, Gegg WIIliam Paul son, and Robert Jonathon Schei dt appeal
from a prejudgnent order of the district court denying various
nmotions they had filed in the crimnal proceedi ng against them
The appeal s have been consoli dated. The appellants have filed
several notions in each case, and a petition for judicial review of
various federal- and state-court rulings has been filed. The
petition for judicial review and all outstanding notions in both
cases are hereby DEN ED.

In appeal nunber 01-50796, Appellants seek interlocutory
review of several of the district court’s findings, including its
finding that it had subject matter jurisdiction over the case and
personal jurisdiction over the Appellants; that there was a
justiciable controversy; and that venue was appropriate. Thi s
appeal is DI SM SSED for want of appellate jurisdiction.?

I n appeal nunber 01-51232, Appellant OQto contends that the
district court |acked jurisdictionto try him that his indictnent

was defective; that the district judge erred by failing to recuse

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.

lUnited States v. Bird, 709 F.2d 388, 390 (5th GCr. 1983).
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himsel f; that the district court erred by not allowing himto raise
various jurisdictional and nonjurisdictional argunents common to
Texas |law, that he received ineffective assistance of standby
counsel ; that the governnent failed to provide a sufficient factual
basis for his guilty plea; that his plea was invol untary because he
was not informed of the nens rea el enment of his offense; and that
hi s sentencing proceedi ng was fl awed because there was a vari ance
bet ween the factual basis for his guilty plea and the facts recited
in his presentence report and because there were no adversari al
hearings to resolve factual disputes. After examning the briefs
submtted by the parties and reviewng the record, we find no
error. W therefore AFFIRM the district court.

APPEAL NO. 01-50796 DI SM SSED; APPEAL NO. 01-51232 AFFI RMVED

PETI TI ON FOR JUDI Cl AL REVI EW AND ALL MOTI ONS DENI ED



