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Following a jury trial, Cameron Arnold was convicted of conspiracy to
commitbank robbdaesand three counts of aiding and abettingrtht#bery of those
banks Arnold now appealshe district court’s denial of his motion to suppress,
ruling on hisBatsonchallengesandimposition of hissentencé. We affirm.

l.

On March 24, 2014,malberia Bank branch in Little Rock, Arkansas, was
robbed. Detective Bobby Martin in the robbery unit with the Little Rock Police
Department testified that Devonta Piggee was developed as a suspect and was
arresed for the armed bank robbery. Piggee gave a statetogmblice that the
personinvolved with him wadrom Pine Bluff, Arkansasandnamed “Cani As a
part of the Iberia Bank robbery investigation, a detective from the Pine Bluff
Police Department was contacteahd heidentified “Cam” as Arnold. Seven
weeks later, on Ma¥3,2014, a U.S. Bank in Littl&Rock was robbed. At this
point, the Little Rock Police Department began investigating Keyontae Johnson as
a suspect. Officers were aware that Piggee, Johnson, and Arnold were all from
Pine Bluff.

Two days after thearmed robbery of th&).S. Bank, a May 15, 2014,
Detective Martinreceived an anonymous telephone call. The caller told Detective
Martin that Johnson was leaving Pine Bluff, and headadard Little Rock to
commit another bank robbery. The caller stated that Johnson was driving a gray
Ford Taurus with a temporary license plate from Dane’s Auto Sdbetective
Martin then alerted his squaalthis information. Later that dafpetective Marin
learned that there had been an armed robberg béank in BentonArkansas
When Detective Martin notified the Benton Police Departmemtbout the

2The Honorable J. Leon Holmes, United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Arkansas.

3Upon Arnold’s motion, this Court ordered tha¢ tase be submitted on the
briefs without oral argument.
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anonymoustip, the departmentonfirmed that a gray Ford Taurus had been
involved in thearmedrobberythat morning.

Based on thdeterminatiorthat Johnsoprobably was involved in the armed
robbery and wouldbe returning to Pine BlufL.ittle Rock Police Officersearched
for the gray Taurudy traveling south on Interstate 580m Little Rocktoward
Pine BIuff. Little Rock Police Detective Carrie Mauldim an unmarked patrol
unit, located the gray Taurus at approximately mile markesf28terstate 530 At
this point, Little RockDetective Grant Humphries, who was alscan unmarked
patrol unit joined Detective Mauldin The two officershenfollowed the vehicle
as it exited the interstatt mile marker 34.At the same time, law enforcement
officers in marked patrolnits from other agencies in that viciniglsojoined to
assist. After exiting Interstate 530 and taking tweft turns, the gray Taurusas
stopped by a roadbloo&f markedpatrol cars As it turned out, the roadblock
stopped two cars. The other car stopped was a black Huoaidaad been traveling
in front of the gray Taurus.

When Detective Martin arrivedn the scen@a few minutes aftethe stop,
Johnson had been placed in the back of a pedrml Detective Martirmapproached
Johnson to verify that the individual in the patrol natched the photograph he
had obtained in th&).S. Bank robberyinvestigation. When Detective Martin
looked into the patrol car, Johnssaid something to the effect that the car ahead
was involved. The black Honda contained two occuparsiemaledriver and
Arnold, who wasseated asa passenger. As part of the Iberia Bank robbery
investigation, in which Arnold wasglentified as “Cani Detective Martin was
aware that there was an outstanding warrant for Arnold’s arv&fer Arnold
provided identification, he and the female driver were taketo icustody.
Arnold’s vehicle was stopped only five or six minutes before he was identified as a
suspect in the Benton bank robbery that had just occudidthree individuals
that had been stopped by the roadblaeke thentransported to the Little Rock
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Police DepartmentOnce atthe police station, officers discoverttat the female
driver had more tha3,200 on her persch

On September 11, 2014 grand jury charged Arnold in a fecount
indictment with conspiracy to commit bank robbery, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §
371 (Count 1); and three counts of aiding and abetting the robbery of a federally
insured bankfor the March 24, May 1,3and May 15 bank robberies, violation
of 18 U.S.C. 88 2113(a) and (d) (Counts 2, 3, andMyng with Arnold, Piggee
was indicted in Counts 1 and @dJohnson was indicted in Counts 1, 3, and 4.
Piggee and Johnson eapleaded guiltyand wereeventually sentared to 30
months’ imprisonment, three years supervised release, and paymestitotion
in the amounts 0%4,907for Johnson and $7,694 for Pigge&fter the indictment,
Arnold filed a motion to suppregbe cash andhis statemenbbtained as a result
of the May 15, 2014 vehiclstop The district court denied the motioallbwing
an evidentiary hearin@t which the district court heardestimony from three
government witnesseBetectives Martin, Mauldinand Humphries In a twoeday
jury trial beginning on Jun22, 205, the jury found Arnold guilty on all counts.
Piggee and Johnson testified at Arnold’s trial. The district datet sentenced
Arnold to an aggregate term of 2d@®nths’ imprisonment followed by three years
of supervisedeleaseandpaymentof $12,601in restitution

Il.
Arnold presents three challenges on appeal. First, he argues thatidhe
stopviolated his Fourth Amendment rights because officers lacked probable cause

“At the police stationDetective Mauldin discovered that the female drive
concealed $645 in her bra and also found $2,650 in the toiletthéiefiemale
driver had exitedhe restroom.

°In Arnold’s motion to suppress, he stathat thegovernment’s theory of
the case is that Arnold gave money from the robbery to the female driver and asked
her to hide it on her person. Arnold argues that based on this theory, the cash
found on or believed to have been on the female driver should be suppressed.
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or reasonable suspicion to make the st§econd, he argues that the district court
erred in overruling hishallengeto several of the government’'s peremptory strikes
underBatsonv. Kentucky476 U.S. 791986) Finally, Arnold maintains that his
sentence is substantively unreasonableomparison witithe sentences imposed
on his cedefendants.

A. Motion to Suppress
Arnold argues that thstop of the vehicle in which he was a passenger was
unlawful because the justification for it rested solely on an anonymous telephone
call and there waso indication that the caller was reliaSle In an appeal
challenging the denial of a motion to supprese reviewthe district court’s
factual findings for clear error and its legal conclusions de ndlmted States v.
Burston 806 F.3d 1123, 1126 (8th Cir. 20XBitation omitted)

To support his contention that thetial vehicle stopwas unlawful Arnold
cites Supreme Court case8labama v. White496 U.S. 325, 3229 (1990)and
Florida v. J.L, 529 U.S. 266, 270 (20Q0jor the proposition that a standalone
anonymous tip must possess sufficient indicia of reliability to justify an
investigatory stop. It is well settled und€erry that an investigatory stop is
permissible under the Fourth Amendment if supported by reasonable suspicion that
the person stopped is involved in criminal activifiyerry v. Ohig 392 U.S. 130
(1968); United States \Cortez 449 U.S. 411, 417 (1981)nited States v. Wheat
278 F.3d 722, 726 (8th Ci2001) In WhiteandJ.L., the Supreme Cousdpplied
the reasonable suspiciorstandard in circumstanceswhere the supporting
information known to the officers came from anonymous calls about concealed
criminal activity. White 496 U.S. at 332 (information from anonymous tip
justified the stop where the tip bore adequate indicia of reliabiliiyl);, 529 U.S.
at 271 (information from anonymous tip did not create reasonable suspivgra

®As a threshold issue, Defendamrrectly points out that he may challenge
the constitutionality of the May 15, 2014 vehicle stop as a mere passenger.
Brendlin v. California 551 U.S. 249, 2557 (2007) (holding that a passenger is
seized during a traffic stop and may therefore chglethe stop itself).
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the caller provided no information from which the police could form a basis for
believing that the tipster had knowledge of any criminal activity)

Arnold’s argument misapprehends the correct standard to be applied in this
case. Specifically, in certain circumstances, the Supreme Court has upheld brief,
suspicionless seizures, such as roadblocse lllinois v. Lidster540 U.S. 419,

424 (2004)(“[S]pecial law enforcement concerns will sometimes justify highway
stops without individualized suspicioi.” For the reasons discussed below, the
constitutionality of the roadblock turns on reasonableness, not individualized
suspicion. Thushe questionis whetter the roadblock was reasonahieder the
Fourth Amendmentvhenat the time of the stopolicedid not have individualized
suspicion for the car in which Arnold was a passenger.

In denying Arnold’s motion to suppredke district court adopted tAenth
Circuit’'s analysisof a roadblockn United States v. Paetsch82 F.3d 1162 (10th
Cir. 2015), after concluding that tleaseswere substantially similar We also
adoptPaetsch’'seasoning.In Paetschthe defendant robbed a bank and was given
money that contained a tracking device. 782 F.3d at-616Hhe tracking device
allowed police to locate Paetsch within approximately a 60 foot diamé&teat
1166. Within about 15 minutes of thermedbankrobbery’s occurrencefficers
had created a roadblock designed to stop the vehicle containing the tracking
device. Id. As a result ofthe roadblock, officers stopped a total wfenty cars
containingtwenty-nine people. Id. Paetsch’sar was among the cars stoppéd.
at 1167. After eme difficulty in isolating the tracker’'s signathe officers
eventually identified Paetsch’s car as containing the stolen mddeylhe Tenth
Circuit affirmed the denial of Paetsch’s motion to suppress in which he argued
inter alia, that the initial stop violated his Fourth Amendment righdts.at 1168.

Ultimately, the Tenth Circuit concluded that the roadblock was
constitutional at its inception because it was “appropriately tailored’ to catch a
fleeing, armed bank robber.1d. The Tenth Circuit further concluded that “the
gravity of the public concerin apprehending the armed bank robber and the
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likelihood of advancing the public interest justified the intrusion on individual
liberty—at least until police developed individualized reasonable suspicion of
Paetsch.” Id. In finding that the roadblock was permissjbllee Tenth Circuit
recognied that police lacked reasonable suspicion for any particular person
stopped by the roadblocKkd. at 1169. The Tenth Circuiteasonedhowever that

“the touchstone of the Fourth Amendment is reasonableness, not individualized
suspicion.” Id. (quotingSamson v. Californigb47 U.S. 843, 855 n.4 (2006)The
Tenth Circuit then engaged in a thorough discussioh precedent in Fourth
Amendment seizure cases, specifically group seizures without individualized
reasonable suspicipisuch as roadblocks and checkpaintgl. at 116970. In
accordance with this precedent, the Tenth Cireyplied the balancing test
announcedn Brown v. Texas443 U.S.47 (1979) weighing the public interests
against intrusions on individuals’ libertyPaetsch 782 F.3cat 1169.

In determining whethethe roadblock was reasonablege mustbalance the
following factors as set ouh Brown (1) the gravity of the public concerns served
by the seizure; (2) the degree to which the seizure advances the public interest;
and, (3) the severity of the interference with individual liberty. Y43 at 5] see
also Brouhard v. Le€l25 F.3d 656, &5 (8th Cir. 1997) (notingn the context of a
civil rights action that highway checkpoints are reasonable under the Fourth
Amendment if they maintained a proper balance betweeBrinen factors) A
central concernin this balancing tests to guard individual liberties against
“arbitrary invasions at the unfetterddscretion” of law enforcement authorities.

Id. (citing Delaware v. Prouse440 U.S. 648, 65855 (1979) andUnited States v.
Brignoni-Ponce 422 U.S. 873, 882 (197h) Accordingly, the Supreme Court has
upheldcertain types obrief roadblockswithout individualized suspiciowhere the
public interestsadvanced by the seizure outweighed the Fourth Amendment
interestsof the individual seized CompareMichigan Dept. of State Police Sitz

496 U.S. 444 (1990) (upholdingpbriety checkpointprogramto combat drunk
driving), and United States v. MartineZuerte 428 U.S. 543 (1976) (upholding
Border Patrol checkpointto intercept illegal immigrants)with BrignonrPonce

422 U.S.at 8824 (randomBorder Ratrol rovingpatrol stop to intercept illegal
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immigrantswas impermissible Prouse 440 U.S.at 65963 (fandomspot check

to verify motorist’s driver’'s license and registration without reasonable suspicion
was impermissible)and City of Indianapolis v. Edmondb31 U.S. 32,47-48
(2000) (suspicionless stop at highway checkpoint was unreasonable where its
primary purpose was indistinguishable from a general interest in crime control).

1.  The Gravity of the Public Concerns Served by the Seizure

As the district court found, here, officers had reliable information
implicating Johnson in two armed bank robberies and indg#tat he was likely
fleeing from the second armed bank robbery. These circumstaheady
represent a substantial public intereSee Paetich 782 F.3d at 11742 (citing
United States v. Abbot265 F. App’x 307, 309 (5th Cir. 2008) (per curiam) (“The
public concern of apprehending armed bank robbers was substantial.”) (other
citation omitted)).

2.  The Degree to Which the Seizure Advanced the Public Interest

We nextanalyz the degree to which the seizure advanced the public interest
by assegsg the effectiveness of theoadblock in achieving the goal of
apprehending an armed bank robber. Specificallygamsidewhatpercentage of
the total seizures uncoveradiminal activity The hitrate in Paetschwas 5
percentbecause theaventycars wee detained includedne bank robber782 F.3d
at 1171. In this case, only two cars were stopped and all three of the occupants
were determined to have been involved in the armed robbery, representing a 100
percenthit rate, far in excess of the other roadblocks upheld by the Supreme Court
as noted inPaetsch See, e.g., Sitz496 U.S. at 4&5 (upholding sobriety
checkpoint with 16 percenthit rate or arrest of two drunk drivers out of 126
vehicles stoppadMartinezFuertg 428 U.S. at 554 (upholding border checkpoint
where illegal aliensvere found in 0.12 percent of the vehiclestopped bythe
checkpoiny.

In addition tothe hit rate,the roadblock’s effectiveness is proven by the
outcomein thatthree bank robbery suspects were taken into custody. This case is
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thereby distinguishable from programmatic checkpoints where each “hit” only
incrementally advances the public interest setwethe seizure SeePaetsch 782

F.3d at 1171. Moreoveofficers knew the roadblock would be effective because
they knew the description of the vehicle that Johnson was driving and knew the
route he was likely to be traveling to return to the city in which he was livag

id.; Edmond 531 U.S. at 44 (an emeryy roadblock without particularized
suspicion must only be used where a criminal is “likely to flee by way of a
particular route”). We also note thatofficers were not requiretb employa less
intrusive means to appreheddhnsorrather than employ the roadblocRaetsch

782 F.3d at 1172%ee Bd. of Educ. of Indep. Sch. Dist. No. 92 v. E&86 U.S.
822, 837 (2002) (the Fourth Amendment does not require police to ut=ashe
intrusive means to apprehend the offendet)nder these circumstances, the
roadblock significantly advanced the public interest.

3.  The Severity of the Interference with Individual Liberty

We next mustveigh the first twoBrown factors against the third factdhe
severity of the interference with individual libertyPaetsch 782 F.3d at 1172.
Upon examining the circumstances in this case, we conclude that the pub
interests advanced by the roadblock far outweighed Arnold’'s individual Fourth
Amendment interests. As identified iRaetsch there arethree important
considerations. Firsthé Fourth Amendment affords police more latitude, and in
turn, affords individuals less protection, with respect to cars as compared with
dwellings. Id. Secondwhetherofficers took“reasonable efforts t@concile their
law enforcement needs with the demands of personal privadg. (quoting
lllinois v. McArthur, 531 U.S. 326, 332 (2001))Third, whether“the duration of
the seizurewas no longer tharreasonably nessaryfor the police, acting with
diligenceto identify theperpetratar Id. (internal quotatioromarks omitted).

As found by the district court, the roadblock waspropriatelytailored to
stop the vehicle that Johnson was believed to be driving. At the time of the stop,
officers had individualized suspicion that implicated Johnson in two armed bank
robberies and that he was fleeing from the second robbég.it happened,
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Jomson was following the car in which Arnold was a passengglthough
Arnold’s vehicle was not known to be involved in the robbarthe time of the
roadblock officers had reliable information that the bank robber was among the
two cars that were stoppedVithin five or six minutes of being detained, officers
took Arnold into custody based on Johnson’s indication that Arnold’s vehicle was
involved, having previously developed him as a suspect in the Iberia Bank robbery,
and the knowledge that he had an outstanding warrant for his a&msequently,

the officers’ employment of the roadblock was reasonablée district court
properly denied Arnold’s motion to suppress.

B. BatsonChallenges

The second issue Arnold raises on appeal is the district court’s denial of his
Batsonchallengego the government’s peremptory striketafo potential jurors
Becausedhedistrict court’s ruling on objections to peremptory strikes largely turns
on findings of fact, including the weighing of credibility, we review the idistr
court’s decision for clear errorUnited States v. Ellisqr616 F.3d 829, 832 (8th
Cir. 2010) (ciing Batson 476 U.S. at 98 n.21, andnited States v. Mooye895
F.2d 484, 485 (8th Cir. 1990)).

The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment prohibits the use
of peremptorychallengego strike potental jurors solely based on racd3atson
476 U.S.at89. Upon a prima facie showing that a peremptory challenggially
motivated the propnent must show a raceeutral explanatioio overcome the
objection. Ellison, 616 F.3d at 832. “Once the striking party provides a-race
neutral explanation for the strike, the objecting party may come forward with a
reason or reasons why thproffered explanation is really a pretext for
discrimination.” United States v. Maxweld73 F.3d 868, 8718th Cir. 2007)
(citation omitted). The district court then determines whether the objecting party
has met its burden to show purposeful discriminatiélison, 616 F.3d at 832.

During voir dire, defense counsel posed the following questions to the
members of the venire:
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Do you believe that the police can make mistakes investigating a
crime? You've heard of that to happen sometimes? Do you believe
the Little Rock Police Department could make mistakes investigating
a crime? That the Pine Bluff police could make the same mistakes, or
make mistakes? And even the FBI? Okay. We’re all human. We
would agree that anybody who is human is capable of making some
kind of mistake. Is that corc&?

Subsequently, the government exercised its peremptory strikes on thre@ajpotent
jurors who were females and who appeared to be African American. Awiwdd

is African American)odged objections to the strikes, arguing that the government
struck trese potential jurors based on improper racial considerations in violation of
Batson On appeal, Arnold now challenges the district court’s denial of two of the
three peremptory strikes of potential jurors: Ms. B and Ms. F.

Upon Arnold assertingpis Batsa challenges at trialthe government first
pointed out that “there were a number of African American members of the jury
that we did not strike.” The governmehenofferedtwo raceneutral explanations
for striking Ms. B: (1) she previously served ohumng jury, and (2) she was “very
animated” when defense counsel posed the questiatesl aboveRegardingVis.

F, the government stated that: (1) sheurrentlyon a“committeethat serves to
adjudicateissues’ and (2) she, too, was “very agreeahie’response to defense
counsel’'s questions Based on the decisiemaking involved, e government
likened Ms. F serving on this committee to beirg attorney The government
explainedthat while there were no attorneys or lawyers on the venire, this was “the
closest thing you can get” to one. The government added that “[w]e struck
everyone, to my knowledge, that my notes say that served on a hung Jurg.”
district courtdenied theBatsonchallenges, finding thahese explanations were
“legitimate, nondiscriminatory reasons” and that according to the court’s notes,
there were five othérAfrican Americans who the government did not strike

-11-

Appellate Case: 15-3697 Page: 11  Date Filed: 08/31/2016 Entry ID: 4443287



Arnold contends that the real reason imoving to strike Ms. B and Ms. F
was that they exhibited strong agreement with the suggestion that police could be
wrong. Arnold appears to assert that, by itself, this explanation is illegitimate and
discriminatory because distrust of police officers is prevalent among African
Americans. Reviewing the voir dire recorave concludehatthedistrict court did
not clearly err in denying Arnold’'Batsonchallenges with respect to Ms. B and
Ms. F. Based on their “very animated” or “very agreeablespanse to defense
counsel’'s questions, conceabouttheir potential bias or dissatisfactionth law
enforcemenby itself was a legitimate reason for the government to strike the two
jurors. SeeUnited States v. Crawford413 F.3d 873, 875 (8th Cir. 2005) (per
curiam) (“A juror’'s bias or dissatisfaction with law enforcement is a fniageetral
reason for striking the juror.{citing Gee v. Groosel10 F.3d 1346, 1351 (8th Cir.
1997), andJnited Statew. Gibson 105 F.3d 1229, 1232 (8th Cir. 199 AYnited
States v. Bookeb76 F.3d 506, 511 (8th Cir. 200%ee also United States v.
Swinney 970 F.2d 494, 496 (8th Cir. 1992) (the government may use “intuitive
guesses about jurors’ attitudes” toward tgevernment, relying on jurors’
statements during voir dire as wellgeneral demeanor).

Arnold nextargues that the government made no indication that any of the
Caucasian members of the jury panel believed police could be wrong. To the
extent Arnold attempts to raise that there may have been similarly situated
Caucasian jurors who were not struck by the government, Arnold ticise the
issue below. Therefore, “we will not consider claims of pretext based upon the
failure to strike similarly situated jurors unless the point was raised in the district
court.” United States v. Aller644 F.3d 748, 753 (8th Cir. 2011) (quotidgited
States v. Walleyo67 F.3d 354, 358 (8th Cir. 2009Ynited States v. Gibspi05
F.3d 1229, 1232 (8th Cir. 1997) (“a ‘similarly situated’ argument is untimely and
cannot be made if it is raised for the first time on appeal rather than at the trial
level”).

Accordingly, Arnold fails to show pretext for race discriminatiand we
affirm the district court’s denial of ArnoldBatsonchallenges.
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C. Sentencing
Arnold’s final argumentchallengesthe substantive reasonableness of his
sentence based on his assertion tthat unreasonably long in relation to his-co
defendants Arnold’s sentence included 210 months’ imprisonment, while co
defendants, Piggee and Johnson, were each sentencedooé 3érmonths.

“We review a district court’'s sentence in two steps: first, we review for
significant procedural error; and second, if there is no significant procedwal err
we review for substantive reasonablenesdriited States v. O’Connpb67F.3d
395, 397 (8th Cir. 2009) (citinG@all v. United States52 U.S. 38, 128 S. Ct. 586,
597, 169 L. Ed. 2d 445 (2007)). Because Arnold makes no argument that the
district court committed any procedural error, we move directly to the setemd s
United States v. Maxwelb64 F.3d 240, 245 (8th Cir. 2011) (citi@gConnor, 567
F.3dat 397 We review the substantive reasonableness of a sentence under the
abuseof-discretion standardld. at 2445 (citations omitted). “[I]t is not an abuse
of discretionfor a district court to impose a sentence that results in a disparity
between calefendants when there are legitimate distinctions between the co
defendants.” United States v. Roja&Slivera, 564 F. App’x 249, 250 (8th Cir.
2014) (citations and internal quotations omitted)

Arnold arguestiat his sentenceas excessive in light of the disparity factor
of 18U.S.C.8 3553(a)(6)in that it created “unwarranted sentence disparities
among defendants with similar records who have been found guilty of similar
conduct.” Arnold submitsthat any sentence of more than three times his co
defendant’s sentence, or 93 months’ incarcerat®isubstantively unreasonable.
We find no abuse of discretiorsee United States v. PlazZi/1 F.3d 876, 880 (8th
Cir. 2006) (holding that when a defendant is not similarly situated to his co
defendant, the district court does not need to impose sestefthe same length
to avoid an unwarranted sentencing disparity).
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We conclude that there are legitimate distinctions to supportohiget
sentence. At sentencing, the district court stated that it considered the need to
avoid a sentencing disparityThe record shows thalhe district courtconsidered
the defendants'relative ages,as well asArnold’s culpability andextensive
criminal history. Specifically, he district courtstatedthat not only did Arnold
who is 30 years oldgersuade “these twnoys—ages 18 and 39to commit the
three bank robberies, but he “furnished them a gun, gave them instructions, sent
them into the banks, told them what to do, and then they proyitedid] the
money afterwards.”The district courffurther notedthe following as to Arnold’s
culpability:

[Il]ln my mind, the circumstances of it are worse for Mr. Arnold tihan

he had gone in by himself, because he sent these 4@at6ld boys

in to do it, without any control over what was going to happen when
they got in there. And he put them at risk rather than himself, and he
put other people at risk, because there’s no telling what these kids
would do with the guns that he furnished for them. And so in my
mind, this is actually worse than if he’d gone in by himselfere he

had the gun and was in control.

In addition, Piggee and Johnson pleaded guilty and testified at Arnold’s $eal.
United States v. Chaike695 F.3d 741, 746 (8th Cir. 2012) (“A defendant’s
cooperation with the government is a legitimate bamisentencing disparity).
Despite Arnold’s contention that he should be sentenced for no longer than 93
months the district court’s imposition of 210 months was at the émd of the
applicable guideline rangeUnited States v. PaulinDuarte, 670 FE3d 842, 844

(8th Cir. 2012) (we presume that a sentence imposed within the advisory guideline
range is reasonable). In view of Arnold’s offense conduct and histeryhold

that the district court's sentencef 210 months’ incarceratiorwas not
unreasonablé.

‘On March 18, 2016appelleemoved to supplement the record with the
sentencing transcripts for Piggee and JohnsdBecause we find Arnold’s
challenge to hisentence unavailingve deny themotionas moot
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1.
For these reasons, we affithe district court
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