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PER CURI AM *

Gabi no Lopez appeals his guilty-plea conviction and the 80-
month sentence he received for conspiracy to possess with the
intent to distribute and possession with the intent to distribute
more than 500 granms of cocaine, in violation of 21 U S C
88 841(a), 841(b), and 846.

Lopez first chall enges venue in the Northern District of Texas
for the conviction, arguing that there was i nsufficient evidence of
an offense in that district. Venue may be waived by a plea of

guilty. See Baeza v. United States, 543 F.2d 572, 573 (5th Cr.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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1976); United States v. Cothran, 302 F.3d 279, 285-86 (5th Gr.

2002). Lopez does not challenge the plea itself, and the plea
operated as a waiver of the alleged venue defect. Even if Lopez
had not waived the issue by his guilty plea, the facts to which
Lopez admtted in his guilty plea were sufficient to establish

venue in the Northern District of Texas. See United States V.

Davis, 666 F.2d 195, 199 & n.5 (5th Cr. 1982) (venue proper in any
district in which offense is begun, continued, or conpleted);

United States v. Solis, 299 F.3d 420, 445 & n.77 (5th Cr. 2002)

(to establish venue, Governnent need only prove overt act in
furtherance of conspiracy by any co-conspirator in appropriate
district).

Lopez additionally challenges this court’s prior holding that
a district court has the authority to order a sentence to be run

consecutively to a yet-to-be inposed sentence. United States v.

Brown, 920 F.2d 1212, 1216-17 (5th Cr. 1991), overrul ed on other

grounds, United States v. Candia, 454 F.3d 468, 473 (5th Cr.

2006) . Lopez does not argue that his particular sentence,
including the order that it run consecutively to a future state
sentence, was unreasonable, but rather that the Brown rule
generally should be overrul ed. One panel of this court may not
overrule the decision of a prior panel in the absence of en banc
reconsi deration or a superseding Suprene Court decision. United

States v. Lipsconb, 299 F.3d 303, 313 n.34 (5th Gr. 2002).

The district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



