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PER CURI AM

Cl enent Chi ebuka Onyei wu appeal s his jury conviction and
resulting sentence for violating 18 U S.C. 8§ 1546(a) (2000). He
was convicted of transporting a rubber stanp that duplicated a
federal “immgration forml-551 stanp,” which, when inprinted on a
passport, could serve as tenporary proof of |egal permanent
residency in the United States. Onyeiwu argues that the stanp he
possessed did not fall within the statutory term “plate.” W
di sagree and affirmhis conviction and sentence.

This Court reviews statutory constructi on de novo. See

United States v. Davis, 98 F.3d 141, 144 (4th GCr. 1996). The

pertinent section of § 1546(a) states:

Whoever . . . know ngly possesses . . . or has
in his control or possession any plate in the
i keness of a plate designed for the printing of
permts, or nmakes any print, photograph, or
inpression in the I|ikeness of any inmmgrant or
noni mm grant  vi sa, permt or other docunent
required for entry into the United States
[s]hall be fined under this title or inprisoned .

The statute does not define “plate,” so the term should be
interpreted “as taking [its] ordinary, contenporary, common

meaning.” United States v. Maxwell, 285 F.3d 336, 340 (4th Cr.

2002) (quoting United States v. Lehman, 225 F. 3d 426, 428 (4th Cr.

2000)). In addition, “the plainness or anbiguity of the statutory
| anguage is determ ned by reference to the |anguage itself, the

specific context in which that |anguage is used, and the broader



context of the statute as a whole.” [d. (quoting Robinson v. Shel

Gl Co., 519 U.S. 337, 341 (1997)).

The context of the term “plate” in the statute is
printing, so the applicable definition of the term would be the
definition applicable in the context of printing. It is undisputed

that the district court instructed the jury based upon such a

definition from Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary, which was al so

consistent with definitions fromother dictionary sources. Because
the court properly instructed the jury on the ordinary definition
of “plate” in the context of the statute itself and because that

definition enconpasses the rubber stanp recovered fromAppel |l ant’s

| uggage, we affirm Appellant’s conviction and sentence.
Appellant’s conduct clearly fell wthin conduct covered by
8§ 1546(a) because he possessed a stanp that, in effect, was a

“plate” designed to make a print or inpression in the |ikeness of
speci fic docunentation required for entry into the United States.
W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions of the parties are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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