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PER CURI AM *

Charl es Ant hony Chal | enger appeals his sentence foll ow ng
his guilty-plea conviction on six counts of wire fraud. See
18 U.S.C. 8§ 1343. Challenger argues that the district court
erred in enhancing his base offense |level by two after finding
that sonme of his victins were “vul nerable victins” for purposes
of US S.G 8 3AL.1(b)(1). The Sentencing Cuidelines provide
for a two-level increase in the base offense level “[i]f the

def endant knew or shoul d have known that a victimof the offense

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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was a vulnerable victim” U S S .G 8§ 3A1.1(b)(1). “W review
the district court’s interpretation of the guidelines de novo, we
review a finding of unusual vulnerability for clear error and to
determ ne whether the district court’s conclusion was pl ausi bl e

inlight of the record as a whole.” United States v. Robinson,

119 F. 3d 1205, 1218 (5th Gr. 1997) (internal quotation marks and
citations omtted).

The district court’s determ nation that Chall enger knew
or should have known that some of his victins were vul nerable
victinse was “plausible in light of the record as a whole.” |d.
(internal quotation marks and citations omtted). It was not
clear error for the district court to enhance Chal |l enger’s

sentence under U . S.S.G 8§ 3A1.1(b)(1). See United States

v. Scurlock, 52 F.3d 531, 541-42 (5th Cr. 1995); see also United

States v. Brown, 7 F.3d 1155, 1160-61 (5th Cr. 1993).

Accordi ngly, Challenger’s sentence is AFFI RVED



