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PER CURI AM

Al fred Pleasant Henmric, Jr., appeals fromhis 300-nonth
sentence entered pursuant to his guilty plea to robbery and firearm
charges. Henric contends that his designation as an armed career
crimnal and a career offender is precluded by the Suprenme Court’s

decision in Blakely v. Washi ngton, 542 U.S. 296 (2004), because his

prior convictions were not charged in the indictnment nor proven
beyond a reasonabl e doubt. W affirm
Henric’s clains are foreclosed by circuit precedent. See

United States v. Cheek, 415 F.3d 349 (4th Cr. 2005) (holding that

defendant’ s Si xth Anmendnent right totrial by jury was not viol ated
by district court’s reliance on his prior convictions for purposes
of sentencing under the Arnmed Career Crimnal Act); United

States v. Collins, 412 F.3d 515, 519 (4th Cr. 2005) (holding

simlarly in the career offender context). Moreover, Henric does
not chal | enge any factual findings regarding his prior convictions,
and he does not dispute the factual basis for the district court’s
conclusions that he was an arnmed career crimnal and a career
of f ender. Accordingly, Henric's assertions that his sentence

violated the Si xth Arendnent are without nerit. See Collins, 412

F.3d at 523 (holding that, where defendant did not dispute any of
the facts supporting career offender status in district court,
there is no constitutional violation in relying on defendant’s

prior convictions).



Accordingly, we affirmHenric's sentence. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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