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PER CURIAM: 

Gregory Coker, Jr., appeals the 72-month sentence imposed following his guilty 

plea to possession with intent to distribute cocaine base, in violation of 21 U.S.C. 

§§ 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(C) (2018).  We have reviewed the record and conclude that the district 

court properly sentenced Coker as a career offender.  South Carolina Code § 44-53-375 

and § 44-53-445 are subject to the modified categorical approach, see United States v. 

Furlow, 928 F.3d 311, 320-22 (4th Cir. 2019); United States v. Marshall, 747 F. 

App’x 139, 149-50 (4th Cir. 2018) (argued but unpublished), so the district court correctly 

considered Coker’s prior indictments and sentencing sheets pursuant to Shepard v. United 

States, 544 U.S. 13, 26 (2005).  Based on those documents, the district court did not clearly 

err in its conclusion that Coker had two prior controlled substance convictions pursuant to 

U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual §§ 4B1.1, 4B1.2 (2018).   

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s criminal judgment.  We dispense with 

oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the 

materials before this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


