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PER CURI AM

Darren L. Keys was sentenced to twenty-seven nonths of
i nprisonment and three years of supervised rel ease based on his
conviction in the District of Maryland for violating 18 U S. C
8 1029(a)(2) (2000). Wiile on supervised release fromthat court,
Keys was convicted by the District of Florida of simlar crines.
Based in part on the Florida convictions, the District of Maryl and
revoked hi s supervised rel ease and sentenced hi mto ei ght een nont hs
of inprisonnent to be followed by a new term of twelve nonths of
supervi sed rel ease. The ei ghteen-nonth sentence was i nposed to run
consecutively to Keys' Florida sentence. On appeal, Keys
chal l enges the sentence inposed for violating his supervised
rel ease. Keys’ counsel has filed a brief wunder Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), alleging that there are no
meritorious clainms on appeal but raising the follow ng issue:
whet her the court erred by inposing Keys' eighteen-nmonth sentence
to run consecutively with his sentence for his convictions in the
District of Florida. For the reasons that follow, we affirm

W do not find that the district court abused its
di scretion by inposing Keys’ sentence for violating his supervised
rel ease to run consecutively with his Florida convictions. United

States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 642-43 (4th Cr. 1995) (stating

standard of review). More specifically, we do not find that the

district court inperm ssibly inposed nmultiple punishnents for the



sanme conduct. United States v. Mdsley, 200 F. 3d 218, 221 (4th Gr.

1999).

W have examined the entire record in this case in
accordance with the requirenents of Anders, including the issues
rai sed in Keys’ pro se supplenental brief, and find no neritorious
i ssues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm W grant Keys’  notion
for an extension of tinme to file a reply brief but deny his notion
to conpel and “Emergency Mdttion to Stay Al Proceedings.” This
court requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his
right to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for
further review [If the client requests that a petition be filed,
but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivol ous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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