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PER CURI AM *

El roy Julian Cardenas Baca, Jose Obed Esparza- Gonzal ez, and
Vi ctor Sanchez-Minoz all argue that they are entitled to be
resentenced because the district court failed to verify that
their counsel had read and di scussed their presentence reports
(PSRs) with themprior to sentencing in violation of Fed. R
Cim P. 32(c)(3)(A).

We agree that the district court failed to conply wwth Rule
32(c)(3)(A) in each of the appellants’ cases. However, because
the appellants did not raise the issue of nonconpliance in the
district court, the court will correct the error only if it was
pl ain and affected the appellants’ substantial rights. See

United States v. Esparza- Gonzal ez, 268 F.3d 272, 274 (5th G

2001); see also United States v. d ano, 507 U S. 725, 732-34

(1993).

The appellants failed to object to the Rule 32(c)(3) (A
violation in the district court. The appellants have not
asserted that they did not review or discuss their PSRs with
their defense counsel, but rely upon their respective records’
failure to indicate that they had reviewed and di scussed the PSR
with counsel. Thus, the appellants have not asserted that they

were prejudiced by the court’s Rule 32(c)(3)(A) oversight.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Because the appellants have failed to carry their burden of
denonstrating prejudice, i.e., that their substantial rights were

af fected, they have not denonstrated plain error. See United

States v. Vasquez, 216 F.3d at 456, 459 (5th Gr.), cert. denied,

531 U.S. 972 (2000). The appellants’ convictions and sentences
are AFFI RVED



