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PER CURI AM

Lessner Antwon G lliard pleaded guilty to possession of
a firearmby a convicted felon, 18 U.S.C. 8 922(g)(1) (2000). The
maxi mum penalty for that offense is ten years. 18 U S.C
8§ 924(a)(2) (2000). Glliard was sentenced to seventy nonths in
prison, to be served consecutively to a state sentence that he was
then serving. Glliard now appeals his sentence. W affirm

Glliard s presentence report assi gned hi ma base of fense
| evel of 24 because he had two prior felony convictions of either
a crine of violence or a controlled substance offense. See U.S.

Sentencing Quidelines Mnual § 2K2.1(a)(2) (2003). Glliard

contended in the district court and argues on appeal that whether
he had the two prior convictions was a factual determ nation that

under Blakely v. Washington, 124 S. C. 2531 (2004), was required

to be charged in the indictnent and either proven to a jury beyond
a reasonabl e doubt or admtted in his guilty plea.

In both Blakely and United States v. Booker, 125 S. O

738 (2005), the Supreme Court reaffirnmed its holding in A nendarez-

Torres v. United States, 523 U. S. 224, 244 (1998), that the fact of

a prior conviction need not be proven to a jury beyond a reasonabl e

doubt . Bl akely, 124 S. C. at 2536 (quoting Apprendi V. New

Jersey, 530 U S. 466, 490 (2000)); accord Booker, 125 S. C. at

756. Here, the record is clear onits face, and Glliard does not



di spute, that he had the requisite qualifying felony convictions.

Thus, there was no error under Bl akely or Booker.

We accordingly affirm W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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