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David Wayne Quillory appeals his conviction and sentence for
being a felon in possession of a firearm See 18 U S.C
8§ 922(g). He argues that the evidence at trial was insufficient
to support his conviction in that the Governnent failed to prove

t hat he possessed the shotgun at issue. See United States V.

Mergerson, 4 F.3d 337, 348-49 (5th Gr. 1993). A review of the

trial transcript reveals that Special Agent Chris Reed of the
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Bureau of Tobacco, Al cohol, and Firearns (ATF) testified that
Quillory admtted to himthat he had pawned the shotgun. The
testinony of Torrance Ray Harris, the pawn shop enpl oyee who
handl ed the transaction, testified that he recognized Guillory as
the man who had pawned the shotgun. The Governnent al so

i ntroduced into evidence the shotgun pawn ticket bearing
Quillory’ s signature. In light of this evidence, a rationa

trier of fact could have found that the Governnent proved beyond
a reasonabl e doubt that CGuillory possessed the shotgun at issue.

See United States v. Lankford, 196 F.3d 563, 575 (5th Gr. 1999).

Quillory argues that the district court erred by denying his
nmotion to dism ss the indictnent based on the unconstitutionality
of 18 U S.C. 8§ 922(g). He concedes that “the constitutionality
of § 922(g) is not open to question” in this circuit. United

States v. Daugherty, 264 F.3d 513, 518 (5th Gr. 2001). He

raises the issue to preserve it for possible Suprenme Court
revi ew

Quillory also argues that his sentence was inproperly
enhanced under 18 U. S.C. 8§ 924(e) because the indictnment did not
contain any information regarding his prior convictions. He
concedes that his argunent is foreclosed by circuit precedent,

see United States v. Stone, 306 F.3d 241, 243 (5th Gr. 2002),

and he is raising the issue solely to preserve it for possible
further review.

AFFI RVED.



