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

No. 01-40267
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
MELI SSA STRI NGER

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. C-00-CR-314-1
~ Cctober 15, 2001

Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Mel i ssa Stringer appeals her sentence, followng a guilty-
pl ea conviction, for one count of distribution of child
por nogr aphy and one count of possession of child pornography, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2552(a)(4), (b)(1), and (b)(2).

Stringer does not contest her prison termor her term of

supervi sed release. Instead, for the first tine on appeal, she

chal | enges the inposition of special conditions of supervision.

These clains are reviewable for plain error only. United States

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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v. Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-64 (5th GCr. 1994) (en banc).

First, Stringer argues that the district court’s oral
pronouncenent of the supervised-rel ease condition prohibiting her
fromowning a conputer contradicted the court’s witten
pronouncenent, by which the court stated that she could not *own,
possess or use a conputer.” Although an oral pronouncenent
controls when there is a “conflict” between a witten sentence
and an oral pronouncenent, Stringer has not shown that the
distinction in her case is anything other than an “anbiguity,”
which would require this court to examne the entire record to

determne the district court’s true intent. See United States V.

Martinez, 250 F.3d 941, 942 (5th Cr. 2001). She has not shown

“clear” or “obvious” error. See Cal verley, 37 F.3d at 162.

Second, Stringer contends that a supervisory condition that
prohi bited her from working around children and the conputer-use
condition were both vague and overbroad. Although it appears
that the district court could have tailored these two conditions
nmore specifically to correspond to Stringer’s personal and
crim nal background, Stringer has cited no precedenti al
decisional authority to denonstrate that any error by the
district court was clear or obvious. Accordingly, Stringer has
not shown plain error as to her second set of argunents, either.

See Cal verley, 37 F.3d at 162-64.

The sentence i s AFFI RVED
Stringer’s notion to seal her notion for downward departure

i s GRANTED.



