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PER CURI AM *

Ant hony Tyrone Perkins appeals his jury conviction and
sentence for possession of a firearmby a convicted felon in
violation of 18 U S.C. § 922(g)(1).

Perkins first contends that the district court abused its
di scretion when it dism ssed the original indictnment wthout
prejudice for violations of the Speedy Trial Act. The district

court properly considered the statutory factors of 18 U S. C
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§ 3162(a)(2), and its supporting factual findings were not

clearly in error. See United States v. Taylor, 487 U S. 326, 337

(1988). Accordingly, the district court did not abuse its
discretion in dismssing the original indictnment wthout

prejudice and in permtting reindictnent. See United States v.

Bl evins, 142 F. 3d 223, 224 (5th CGr. 1998).

Perkins al so contends that 18 U . S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1)
unconstitutionally extends federal power to reach firearm
possessi on that does not substantially affect interstate
comerce. He concedes that this argunent is forecl osed by
circuit precedent, and he raises it to preserve it for possible

Suprene Court review.

The Supreme Court’s decision in United States v. Lopez, 514
U S 549 (1995) did not invalidate 18 U S.C. § 922(9g)(1). See

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

Mor eover, evidence that the firearm Perkins possessed was not
manufactured in Texas is sufficient to maintain a 18 U S. C

8 922(g) (1) conviction. See United States v. Daugherty, 264 F.3d

513, 518 & n.12 (5th Gr. 2001).

Therefore, the judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



