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

No. 96-11029

Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

LAVERNCE DERWOOD KENEMORE, JR.,
al so known as Law ence D. Kenenore,

al so known as Larry Kenenore,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:95-CR-099-D

August 28, 1997
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

A jury convicted Lawernce Derwood Kenenore, Jr., of conspiracy
to coomt mail fraud, conspiracy to enbezzle funds from enpl oyee
benefit plans, conspiracy to |aunder noney, mai | fraud,
enbezzl enent from enpl oyee benefit plans, noney |aundering, and

maki ng a fal se statenent to the United States Departnent of Labor.

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determnm ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Most of Kenenore’'s 56 contentions on appeal are frivol ous.
The district court did not commt reversible error in conducting
the trial. Each tinme it deni ed one of Kenenore's notions, it acted
wthin 1its discretion in managing the evidence and the
presentations of the adversaries. The prosecution’s comments and
strategy did not deny Kenenore a fair trial or infringe on his
constitutional rights. We can find no instructional error. W
cannot discern any reversible error in Kenenbre's sentence.
Finally, Kenenore’'s conviction does not violate the Speedy Trial
Act because the district court conducted an ends-of-justice
analysis, found that the case was “conplex” wunder 18 U S C
8§ 3161(h)(8)(B)(ii), and granted two continuances to a co-
defendant, the first of which was within 70 days of Kenenore’'s

initial court appearance. See United States v. Jones, 56 F. 3d 581,

583 n.4 (5th Gr. 1995).

Because he has filed a reply brief and this appeal is
concl uded, Kenenore’s notions for declaratory relief and for a wit
of mandanus agai nst the Bureau of Prisons are DENIED as noot. His
nmotion for rel ease pending appeal is simlarly DEN ED as noot.

AFFI RVED.



