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PER CURIAM:

Paul R. Toth, Jr., was convicted after a jury trial of
conspiracy to commit money laundering, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
8§ 1956(h) (2012), and six counts of money laundering
concealment, iIn violation of 18 U.S.C. 88 2, 1956(a)(2)(B)(1)
(2012), and was sentenced to 108 months” Iimprisonment.
On appeal, Toth challenges his convictions, arguing that the
district court erred 1In iInstructing the jury on willful
blindness. We affirm.

We reject Toth’s contention that the district court erred
in giving an instruction on willful blindness because Toth
invited the error of which he now complains by requesting a
willful Dblindness instruction in the proceedings below.

See United States v. Lespier, 725 F.3d 437, 445-46, 449-51

(4th Cir. 2013) (invited error doctrine applies where defendant
opposed provision of a lesser-included offense instruction and
then argued on appeal that it was error for instruction not to

have been given); United States v. Hickman, 626 F.3d 756, 772

(4th Cir. 2010) (declining, under 1iInvited error doctrine, to
review defendant”s claim that the jury misused a book containing
transcripts of recorded telephone <calls where defendant
confirmed to the district court that he did not object to the
jury having access to the book and further agreed to the method

by which the jury would gain access to the book). Further, Toth
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does not establish the presence of extraordinary circumstances
that would warrant our review of an error invited by an

appellant. See Hickman, 626 F.3d at 772.

Accordingly, we affirm the criminal judgment. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented iIn the materials before this court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



