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PER CURI AM *

Jesse Reyes pleaded guilty to one charge of distribution of
child pornography and was sentenced to serve 121 nonths in prison
and a three-year term of supervised rel ease. Reyes now
chal | enges two conditions of supervised rel ease i nposed by the
district court. Reyes first argues that the district court erred
in ordering himto cooperate in the collection of a DNA sanple as
a condition of supervised release and that this condition shoul d

be vacated. W dismiss this claimfor lack of jurisdiction

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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because it is not ripe for review See United States v.

Ri ascos- Cuenu, 428 F.3d 1100, 1101-02 (5th G r. 2005).

Reyes al so contends that the district court erred in
i nposing a condition of supervised rel ease that forbids himfrom
accessing the Internet, save for enpl oynent purposes that are
approved by his probation officer. This argunent is reviewed for
plain error only due to Reyes’'s failure to raise an appropriate

objection in the district court. See United States v. Phipps,

319 F.3d 177, 192 (5th Cr. 2003). Reyes relies primarily on | aw
fromother circuits, and his attenpt to distinguish a
substantially simlar Fifth Crcuit case is unpersuasive. See

United States v. Paul, 274 F.3d 155, 169-70 (5th Gr. 2001)

(upholding a total prohibition on conputer or Internet usage as a
condition of the defendant’s supervised release). Consequently,
he has failed to denonstrate any cl ear or obvious error on the

district court’s part. See United States v. Val enzuel a- Quevedo,

407 F.3d 728, 732-33 (5th Gr. 2005), cert. denied, 126 S. C

267 (2005). The judgnent of the district court is affirned.
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