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

No. 94-10158

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
V.
JEFFREY DEAN ROESEL,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(3:93-Cr-331-X(01))

(Novenber 3, 1994)
Bef ore W SDOM KI NG and DUHE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The crux of the appellant's argunent in this case is that
the district court did not consider the appellant's ability to
conply with its restitution order as it was required to do under
the Victimand Wtness Protection Act of 1982. W have read the
transcript of the sentencing hearing, and we are persuaded that
the district court did, in fact, consider the appellant's future

ability to conply with its order.

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



The judgnent of conviction and sentence of the appellant is

AFF| RMED.



