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

No. 02-20464
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
PAUL PURCELL,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 01-CR-809-1

' February 20, 2003
Before WENER, EMLIO M GARZA, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Paul Purcell challenges the district court’s denial of a
US S G 8 3EL.1 reduction for acceptance of responsibility.
Purcell entered a guilty plea to a charge of being a felon in
possession of a firearm The district court sentenced himto
100 nonths’ inprisonnent and three years’ supervised rel ease.

Purcell contends that he tinely and willingly accepted

responsibility for the instant offense. He asserts that the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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US S G 8 3EL.1 determ nation whether a defendant accepted
responsibility should be limted to the offense of conviction

and to conduct related to the offense of conviction. Purcel
concedes that his argunent is foreclosed by our opinion in United

States v. Watkins, 911 F.2d 983, 985 (5th G r. 1990), and that he

raises the issue only to preserve it for Suprene Court review
In Watkins, we rejected the precise argunent that Purcel
now asserts and held that the application note to U S. S. G
8§ 3E1.1 was “phrased in general ternms and does not specify that
the defendant need only refrain fromcrimnal conduct associ ated
wth the offense of conviction in order to qualify for the
reduction.” 911 F.2d at 985. Absent en banc reconsi deration or
a superseding contrary decision of the Suprene Court, one panel

may not overrule the decision of a prior panel. United States v.

Ruff, 984 F.2d 635, 640 (5th G r. 1993). Accordingly, the

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



