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PER CURIAM:*

Raymond Coleman appeals his conviction, following a jury

trial, for possession of firearms by a felon.  See 18 U.S.C.

§ 922(g)(1).  Coleman challenges the sufficiency of the evidence

supporting his conviction.  The Government was required to prove

that Coleman “(1) has been convicted of a felony; (2) possessed a

firearm in or affecting interstate commerce; and (3) knew that he

was in possession of the firearm.”  United States v. Ferguson,

211 F.3d 878, 885 n.4 (5th Cir. 2000) (internal quotations and
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citations omitted).  “[P]ossession may be actual or

constructive.”  United States v. Mergerson, 4 F.3d 337, 348 (5th

Cir. 1993).  The evidence submitted at trial was more than

sufficient to prove Coleman’s knowing possession of the firearms. 

See United States v. Fields, 72 F.3d 1200, 1212 (5th Cir. 1996)

(“Constructive possession is defined as ‘ownership, dominion or

control over the [firearm] itself or dominion or control over the

premises in which the [firearm] is concealed.’”) (quoting

Mergerson, 4 F.3d at 349).

Coleman also argues that the district court’s refusal to

include his requested jury instruction on the “in or affecting”

commerce element was error.  As Coleman acknowledges, this claim

is foreclosed by prior precedent.  See United States v. De Leon,

170 F.3d 494, 499 (5th Cir. 1999). 

Accordingly, the district court’s judgment is AFFIRMED. 


