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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
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vVer sus
KEl TH RAY TEAGLE,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:05-CR-5-ALL

Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Keith Ray Teagl e appeal s the 120-nonth sentence he received
after pleading guilty to possessing a firearmin interstate
comerce after having been convicted of a felony. Teagle argues,
for the first time on appeal, that the district court erred by
failing to adequately articulate its reasons for inposing a non-
Qui del i nes sentence. He also contends that his sentence was
unreasonabl e under 18 U. S.C. 8§ 3553(a). Teagle fails to
denonstrate any error, plain or otherwise, with regard to the

reasonabl eness of the non-Cui delines sentence inposed by the

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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district court. See United States v. Jones, 444 F.3d 430, 434-36

(5th Gr. 2006); United States v. Smth, 440 F.3d 704, 707-10

(5th Gir. 2006).

Teagl e argues, for the first tinme on appeal, that the
district court |acked subject matter jurisdiction under
8§ 922(g) (1) because there was no evidence that his possession of
the firearns was in or affected interstate comerce. He concedes
that his argunent is foreclosed by this court’s decision in

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

cert. denied 122 S.Ct. 1113 (2002), but raises it for possible

review by the United States Suprene Court.

Al so, for the first tinme on appeal, Teagle argues that the
district court erred by applying the Sentencing CGuidelines as
advi sory. He concedes that his argunent is foreclosed by United

States v. Austin, 432 F.3d 598 (5th Gr. 2005), but raises it to

preserve it for possible reviewwith the United States Suprene
Court.

AFFI RVED.



