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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Nathaniel President, Jr., appeals his conviction entered after a jury
trial for possession of firearms and ammunition by a person previ-
ously convicted of a misdemeanor crime of domestic violence, in vio-
lation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 922(g)(9) (West 2000). President’s sole claim
on appeal is that Congress exceeded its authority under the Commerce
Clause in enacting § 922(g)(9). President relies on United States v.
Lopez, 514 U.S. 549 (1995) (invalidating 18 U.S.C. § 922(q)(1)(A)),
and United States v. Morrison, 529 U.S. 598 (2000) (invalidating the
Violence Against Women Act, 42 U.S.C.A. § 13981 (West Supp.
2000)), in suggesting that § 922(g)(9) is merely a criminal statute that
has nothing to do with interstate commerce. As such, President con-
tends that Congress overstepped the bounds of the Commerce Clause
in enacting the statute. However, the statute contains a specific juris-
dictional requirement that the possession be "in or affecting com-
merce." 18 U.S.C.A. § 922(g). Because of that additional element,
lacking in the statutes in question in the authority President cites,
§ 922(g)(9) is an appropriate exercise of Congressional authority
under the Commerce Clause. Gillespie v. City of Indianapolis, 185
F.3d 693, 704-05 (7th Cir. 1999); United States v. Nathan, 202 F.3d
230, 234 (4th Cir.) (upholding § 922(g)(1)), cert. denied, 529 U.S.
1123 (2000); United States v. Bostic, 168 F.3d 718, 723 (4th Cir.)
(upholding § 922(g)(8)), cert. denied, 527 U.S. 1029 (1999). Presi-
dent’s claim is, therefore, without merit. 

Accordingly, we affirm President’s convictions and sentence. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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