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Chri stopher Jones appeals his conviction for being a felon
in possession of a firearmin violation of 18 U . S.C. 88 922(g)(1)
and 924(a)(2). He argues that the condition of supervised
rel ease prohibiting himfrom possessing “any ot her dangerous
weapon” must be vacated because it is inpermssibly vague and
over br oad.

We interpret Jones’s “overbreadth” argunent to nmean that the

“any ot her dangerous weapon” condition violates the requirenent

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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that a condition of supervised release involve “no greater
deprivation of liberty than is reasonably necessary . . . to
af ford adequate deterrence to crimnal conduct” and “to protect

the public fromfurther crinmes of the defendant.” See United

States v. Paul, 274 F.3d 155, 165 & n.12 (5th Gr. 2001); 18

U.S.C. § 3583(d)(2); 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(B) & (O. Jones was
convicted of being a felon in possession of a firearm See 18

U S C 8§ 3583(d). Under these circunstances, the “any other
danger ous weapon” condition is not overbroad because it does not

i nvol ve a greater deprivation of liberty than is necessary to

af ford adequate deterrence of crimnal conduct and to protect the
public formfurther crinmes by him See 18 U S. C. 8§ 3583(d)(2);
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2)(B) & (C).

As to Jones’s vagueness chal lenge, this court has held that
“[clonditions of probation ‘may afford fair warning even if they
are not precise to the point of pedantry. |In short, conditions
of probation can be witten -- and nust be read -- in a

comonsense way.

See Paul, 274 F.3d at 167 (citation omtted,
enphasi s added). Wen the definition of a “dangerous weapon” is
read in the requi site commonsense manner, this definition
reflects that intent to cause harmis required in order to
characterize as a dangerous weapon an instrunment which is not

dangerous when used in its customary manner. |d.; see also

US S G 8§ 1B1.1, coment. (n.1(d)) (2002).
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Jones argues that 18 U S.C. § 922(g)(1) is unconstitutional
on its face because it does not require a “substantial” effect on
interstate conmerce. As Jones concedes, this issue is
foreclosed; he raises it to preserve it for possible Suprene

Court review. See United States v. Daugherty, 264 F.3d 513, 518

(5th Gr. 2001).
Jones has filed an opposed notion to file a suppl enent al
brief. This notion is GRANTED. 1In his supplenental brief, Jones

argues that the Suprene Court’s holding in Blakely v. WAshi ngton,

124 S. . 2531 (2004), should be applied to sentences determ ned
under the federal sentencing guidelines. As Jones al so concedes,

this argunent is foreclosed by our opinion in United States v.

Pineiro, 377 F.3d 464, 465-73 (5th Cr. 2004), petition for cert.
filed, (U. S July 14, 2004) (No. 04-5263), but he raises it to
preserve it for possible further review Accordingly, Jones’s

convi ction and sentence are AFFI RVED



