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Followng a jury trial, Jerry W WIllians was found guilty
of 14 counts of nmaking a false statenent. The district court
sentenced Wllians to serve six nonths in prison and a two-year
term of supervised release. The district court also ordered that
Wl lians pay a $1400 assessnent, a $1000 fine, and $1268. 08
restitution. The instant appeal concerns the district court’s

deni al of several postconviction notions filed by WIIlians.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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WIllians argues that the district court erred in denying his
noti ons seeking an exception to the travel restriction that was
i nposed as a condition of his supervised release. WIIians has
not shown that the district court erred in inposing and enforcing

this condition of his supervised release. See United States v.

Torres-Aguilar, 352 F.3d 934, 936 (5th Gr. 2003). WIlIlians

i kewi se has not shown that the district court erred in denying
his notion seeking waiver of his assessnent and fine.

WIllians argues for the first tinme in this appeal that the
district court erred by inposing his supervised release termto
run consecutively to the sentence inposed upon revocation of his
state probation; that the district court inproperly calculated
t he amount of restitution he owed; that the district court failed
to consider the proper factors before inposing his fine,
assessnment, and restitution; that the district court erred in
conputing his crimnal history; and that the district court erred
in crediting the probation officer’s testinony at sentencing.
Because these argunents are being raised for the first tine in

this appeal, we decline to consider them See Leverette v.

Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr. 1999); Varnado

v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991).
WIllians has shown no error in the judgnents of the district
court denying his notions. Accordingly, these judgnents are

AFFI RVED.



