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PER CURIAM: 

Pierre Lamar Ezekiel appeals from the 32-month sentence imposed after he 

pleaded guilty to possession of a firearm by a convicted felon, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 

§§  922(g)(1), 924(a)(2) (2012).  Ezekiel argues that his sentence is procedurally 

unreasonable because the court applied a four-level sentencing enhancement because he 

possessed a firearm with a removed serial number.  U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 

§  2K2.1(b)(4)(B) (2018).   Finding no error, we affirm. 

We review a sentence for reasonableness, applying an abuse of discretion 

standard.  Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 46 (2007).  The court first reviews for 

significant procedural error, such as improperly calculating the Sentencing Guidelines 

range.  United States v. Fluker, 891 F.3d 541, 547 (4th Cir. 2018) (citations omitted).  

When evaluating a challenge to a sentencing enhancement, we review the district court’s 

factual findings for clear error and legal conclusions de novo.  Id. 

The Guidelines direct a court to apply a four-level enhancement where the 

defendant possessed a firearm with an altered or obliterated serial number.  USSG  

§ 2K2.1(b)(4)(B).  Such an enhancement “applies regardless of whether the defendant 

knew or had reason to believe that the firearm . . . had an altered or obliterated serial 

number.”  USSG § 2K2.1 cmt. n.8(B).  We conclude that Ezekiel reads § 2K2.1(b)(4)(B) 

too restrictively in suggesting that a serial number that has been removed in its entirety 

has not been altered or obliterated.  A serial number that has been removed is “no longer 

legible and conspicuous,” which is the offense characteristic contemplated by USSG 
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§ 2K2.1(b)(4)(B).  See United States v. Harris, 720 F.3d 499, 502 (4th Cir. 2013).  We 

therefore find that the court properly applied the enhancement. 

 Accordingly, we affirm the 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 

 

 

 


