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PER CURIAM: 

Shakoor Stevenson pled guilty to distribution of and 

possession with the intent to distribute five grams or more of 

cocaine base, both in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) (2006).  

He reserved the right to appeal any finding that he is a career 

offender under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual (USSG) § 4B1.1 

(2009).  The district court determined that Stevenson was a 

career offender and imposed a sentence of 136 months of 

imprisonment.  Stevenson appeals his sentence, arguing that the 

court erred in classifying him as a career offender. 

  The district court’s conclusion that Stevenson was a 

career offender was grounded in its determination that 

Stevenson’s prior conviction for the Maryland common law offense 

of resisting arrest is a crime of violence under USSG § 4B1.1.  

Stevenson’s challenge to this conclusion is squarely foreclosed 

by our recent decision in United States v. Jenkins, 631 F.3d 680 

(4th Cir. 2011).  Because a panel of this court cannot overrule 

the decision of a prior panel, see United States v. Rivers, 595 

F.3d 558, 564 n.3 (4th Cir. 2010), Jenkins requires rejection of 

Stevenson’s appeal.  Accordingly, we affirm Stevenson’s 

sentence.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 
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before the court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 


