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PER CURIAM:  

 Claude Allen Loatman, III, pled guilty to possession of a firearm by a convicted 

felon, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(1), 924(a)(2) (2012), and the district court 

sentenced him to 72 months’ imprisonment.  We affirm.   

 Loatman’s advisory Sentencing Guidelines range of 70 to 87 months’ 

imprisonment was based, in part, on the district court’s finding that Loatman’s prior 

North Carolina conviction for common law robbery was a crime of violence pursuant to 

U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 2K2.1(a)(4)(A) (2016), as defined by USSG 

§ 4B1.2(a).  The only issue Loatman raises on appeal is whether North Carolina common 

law robbery is, in fact, a crime of violence under the Guidelines.  Loatman concedes, 

however, that our decision in United States v. Gattis, 877 F.3d 150, 156 (4th Cir. 2017), 

cert. denied, 138 S. Ct. 1572 (2018), answered this precise question in the affirmative.   

Because Loatman’s argument is foreclosed by Gattis, we affirm the judgment of 

the district court.  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 

 


