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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

[1] Appellant John Apel, who was subject to a pre-existing
order barring him from Vandenberg Air Force Base, was con-
victed of three counts of trespassing on the base in violation
of 18 U.S.C. § 1382. After his convictions became final in
district court, we decided United States v. Parker, 651 F.3d
1180 (9th Cir. 2011). Parker held that because a stretch of
highway running through Vandenberg AFB is subject to an
easement “granted to the State of California, which later relin-
quished it to the County of Santa Barbara,” the federal gov-
ernment lacks the exclusive right of possession of the area on
which the trespass allegedly occurred; therefore, a conviction
under 18 U.S.C. 8 1382 cannot stand, regardless of an order
barring a defendant from the base. 651 F.3d at 1184.

[2] Although we question the correctness of Parker, it is
binding, dispositive of this appeal, and requires that Apel’s
convictions be REVERSED.



