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PER CURI AM

John Albert Bradley challenges the sentence inposed
agai nst him for possession of a firearmby a convicted felon, 18
US C 8 922(g)(1) (2000), contending that the district court’s

application of an enhanced base of fense | evel under U.S. Sentencing

GQui del i nes Manual 8 2K2.1(a)(4) (2003), and a two-1evel enhancenent

for an obliterated serial nunber, USSG § 2K2.1(b)(4), violated the

Sixth Amendment in light of Blakely v. Washington, 542 U S. 296
(2004). W affirm
Because Bradl ey preserved his Sixth Arendnent claim our

reviewis de novo. See United States v. Mackins, 315 F. 3d 399, 405

(4th Gr. 2003). Bradley had a prior felony conviction for
possession of crack with intent to distribute. The district court
did not need to make any fact findings about this conviction to

conclude that it was a controll ed substance offense. See United

States v. Collins, 412 F. 3d 515, 523 (4th GCr. 2005). Therefore,

t he enhancenent of Bradl ey’ s base of fense | evel under 8§ 2K2. 1(a) (4)
did not violate the Sixth Anendnent.

Mor eover, al though Bradley did not expressly admt that
the firearm he possessed had an obliterated serial nunber, the
sentence he received did not exceed the maximum the court could
have i nposed based only on facts Bradl ey adm tted before adjusting

for acceptance of responsibility. See United States v. Evans, 416

F.3d 298, 300-01 & n.4 (4th Gr. 2005). Wthout the two-Ievel



enhancenent for an obliterated serial nunber and before any
reducti on for acceptance of responsibility, Bradl ey’ s of fense | evel
woul d have been 20 and his guideline range woul d have been 70-87
nont hs. Therefore, Bradley's 78-nmonth sentence is wthin the
gui del i ne range that would have applied w thout the enhancenent,
and no Sixth Amendnent violation occurred.

We therefore affirmthe sentence i nposed by the district
court. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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