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

No. 01-21072
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
RAMON ANTHONY PRI CE

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 01-CR-237-ALL

 August 21, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVI S, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ranmon Ant hony Price appeals his bench-trial conviction for
possession of a firearm subsequent to a felony conviction. He
chal | enges the constitutionality of 18 U S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1) and
contends that this court should reconsider its jurisprudence

regarding the constitutionality of 18 U S.C. 8 922(g)(1) in light
of United States v. Lopez, 514 U. S. 549 (1995), Jones v. United

States, 529 U. S. 848 (2000), and United States v. Mrrison, 529

U S 598 (2000). Price’s argunents are foreclosed by this

court’s precedent.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Even after Lopez, the “in or affecting commerce” el enment of
18 U.S.C. 8 922(g)(1) requires only that the firearm possessed by
t he defendant previously traveled in interstate conmerce. See

United States v. Rawls, 85 F.3d 240, 242-43 (5th Gr. 1996)

(citing Scarborough v. United States, 431 U. S. 563, 575 (1977)).

Price stipulated to evidence that the guns he possessed had
traveled in interstate commerce. This court recently determ ned
that Morrison and Jones were distinguishable froman 18 U S. C

8§ 922(g) (1) case in which the defendant, l|ike Price, had
stipulated that his firearmhad traveled in interstate comerce,
enphasi zing that “the constitutionality of 8 922(g) is not open
to question.” United States v. Daugherty, 264 F.3d 513, 518 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 122 S. C. 1113 (2001) (quotation and

citation omtted). The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



