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PER CURIAM: 

  Luis Arellano was convicted of carjacking, in 

violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2119 (2012), and sentenced to 168 

months’ imprisonment.  On appeal, Arellano contends that the 

district court plainly erred in exercising jurisdiction over 

him, where the federal carjacking statute exceeds Congress’s 

legislative authority under the Commerce Clause.  We affirm. 

  Arellano’s challenge to the federal carjacking statute 

was not raised in the district court; we thus review the court’s 

decision for plain error.  United States v. Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 

732 (1993).  Arellano must show that an error (1) occurred, 

(2) was plain, (3) affected his substantial rights, and 

(4) “seriously affect[ed] the fairness, integrity, or public 

reputation of judicial proceedings.”  Id. 

  We have reviewed the record and conclude that the 

district court did not plainly err.  We have twice considered 

and rejected similar Commerce Clause challenges to the federal 

carjacking statute.  See United States v. Runyon, 707 F.3d 475, 

489-90 (4th Cir. 2013); United States v. Cobb, 144 F.3d 319, 

321-22 (4th Cir. 1998). 

  We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment.  We 

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal  
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contentions are adequately presented in the materials before 

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 

 


