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

No. 02-30474
Summary Cal endar

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

JOREA DELENE MCNAMEE BLOUNT, al so known as Cat heryne Conni e
Dayl e Del aney,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 01-CR-50073-ALL

Cct ober 29, 2002
Before JONES, STEWART and DENNI'S, C rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Jorea Del ene McNanee Bl ount appeal s her convictions and
sentences for conspiracy to commt mail and wre fraud, mail fraud,
and wire fraud in violation of 18 U S . C. 88 371, 1341, 1343.
Finding no error, we affirm

Bl ount argues that the indictnent against her was
defective because it failed to allege the elenent of materiality

Wth respect tothe miil and wire fraud counts. The all egations of
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specific facts contained in the indictnent were sufficient to

warrant the inference of materiality. See United States v.

Ri chards, 204 F.3d 177, 192 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 531 U S. 826

(2000); United States v. MGough, 510 F.2d 598, 603 (5th Cr.

1975). Thus, under either a plain error or a maximum |liberality
standard of review, Blount has not shown error with respect to the

sufficiency of her indictnent. See United States v. Cotton, 122 S.

. 1781, 1785 (2002); United States v. Guzman-Qcanpo, 236 F. 3d

233, 236 & n.1 (5th Cr. 2000).

Bl ount al so argues that there was insufficient evidence
to support her convictions. She contends that there was no
evi dence of an agreenent to conduct unlawful activity or of an ab
initio intent to defraud. However, viewed in the light nost
favorable to the verdict, there was evidence of involvenent by
Blount’s nother from which a rational jury could have drawn the
inference that there was a conspiratorial agreenent to commt nai

and wire fraud. See United States v. Charroux, 3 F.3d 827, 830-31

(5th Gr. 1993). There was also anple evidence from which a
rational jury could have drawn the inference that there was an ab
initiointent to defraud. See id.

Bl ount also asserts that the district court erred in
departing upward from the guideline sentencing range and in
cal cul ating the | oss anobunt for sentencing purposes. By failingto
provide the applicable standard of review or any citation to

authority in support of her contentions, Blount has failed
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adequately to brief these sentencing issues. See FED. R APP.
P. 28(a)(9) (A and (B). Thus, Blount’s sentencing issues are

deenmed abandoned. See United States v. Mranda, 248 F.3d 434, 443

(5th CGr.), cert. denied, 122 S. C. 410 (2001). See also

Cavallini v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 44 F.3d 256, 260 n.9

(5th Gir. 1995).

AFF| RMED.



