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PER CURIAM: 

  Olu Campbell appeals his conviction by jury of six 

counts of wire fraud for his participation in a scheme that 

fraudulently obtained home mortgage loans from a Maryland 

mortgage lending company, Landmark Funding LLC (“Landmark”).  

Campbell’s lone contention on appeal is that the district court 

erred in refusing to give the jury his proposed instruction 

pertaining to Landmark’s willful blindness. 

  The decision to give or refuse a jury instruction is 

reviewed for abuse of discretion.  United States v. Green, 599 

F.3d 360, 377 (4th Cir. 2010).  The failure to give a requested 

theory of defense instruction is reversible error “only if the 

instruction (1) was correct, (2) was not substantially covered 

by the court’s charge to the jury, and (3) dealt with some point 

in the trial so important that the failure to give the requested 

instruction seriously impaired the defendant’s ability to 

conduct his defense.”  Id. at 378 (quotation marks omitted).  We 

have thoroughly examined the record in light of Campbell’s 

assertions and conclude without difficulty that the district 

court’s refusal to give the requested instruction was not an 

abuse of its discretion. 

  Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district 

court.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 
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before the court and argument will not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 


