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

No. 97-30485

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
JI MW NI XON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
(96- CR- 105- B)

February 7, 2000

Bef ore GARWOOD, WENER and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

In this direct crimnal appeal, Defendant-Appellant Jinmmy
Ni xon contests his conviction by a jury on six counts of mail fraud
in violation of 18 U S.C 8§ 1341; eight counts of wire fraud in
violation of 18 U . S.C. 8§ 1341; el even counts of two different types
of noney laundering in violation of 18 U S.C. 88 1956(a)(1)(A) (i)
and (B)(i); and four counts of illegal nonetary transactions in
violation of 18 U . S.C. § 1957(a). All counts related to a schene
in which N xon fraudulently obtained funds from persons seeking

| arge | oans t hrough hi mwhi ch he had no intention of providing. On

"Pursuant to 5th Cr. R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



appeal N xon insists that the district court commtted reversible
error in refusing to hold a hearing after he was convicted but
bef ore sentenci ng to determ ne whet her he was nentally conpetent to
stand trial; and that the evidence was insufficient to sustain his
nmoney | aundering convictions for both pronotion noney | aundering
under subsection (A)(i) and conceal nent noney | aundering under
subsection (B)(i) of 18 U S.C. § 1956(a)(1).

We have now reviewed the relevant facts as contained in the
record on appeal and have considered the applicable |aw as set
forth in appellate briefs of counsel and in their oral argunent to
the court. As aresult, we are firmy convinced that the district
court did not abuse its discretion in refusing to order a

conpetency hearing sua sponte; and that the evidence presented to

the jury is nore than sufficient to support all counts on which
Ni xon was convi cted, particularly when considered in light of the
plain error standard of review which applies wunder the
ci rcunst ances of this case. We therefore affirmN xon's conviction
on all counts.

AFFI RVED.



