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PER CURI AM

Bradl ey Shane Sheppard pled guilty to one count of
possession of a firearmby a convicted felon, in violation of 18
US C § 922(g)(1) (2000). He was sentenced as an armed career
crimnal to 180 nonths in prison. See 18 U.S.C. 8§ 924(e)(1)

(2000); United States Sentencing Guidelines 8§ 4B1.4 (2003).

Sheppard now appeals. His attorney has filed a brief pursuant to

Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising one claim but

stating that, in his opinion, there are no neritorious issues for
review. Upon notification of his right to do so, Sheppard filed a
pro se supplenental brief. W affirm

Section 924(e)(1) provides in relevant part that “[i]n
the case of a person who violates section 922(g) . . . and has
three prior convictions . . . for a violent felony or a serious
drug offense, or both, commtted on occasions different from one
anot her, such person shall be . . . inprisoned not |ess than
fifteen years.”! Counsel’s Anders brief di scusses whet her Sheppard

had been convicted of the three predicate violent felonies, and

'Recently, we held that a district court’s finding that a
def endant had qualifying fel ony convictions that supported an arned
career crimnal designation does not violate United States v.
Booker, 125 S. C. 738 (2005). See United States v. Cheek, 415
F.3d 349 (4th Cr. 2005); see also United States v. Robinson, 404
F. 3d 850, 862 (4th Cir. 2005) (holding that “Booker did nothing to
alter the rule that judges cannot depart below a statutorily
provi ded m ni mum sent ence.”)




Sheppard argues the point extensively in his pro se suppl enental
brief.

The record indicates the requisite three predicate
violent felonies: a 1995 conviction for burglary of a dwelling, a
separate 1995 conviction for burglary of a dwelling, and a 2002
conviction for assault and battery of a high and aggravat ed nat ure.
Sheppard asserts that the burglary convictions are non-violent.
However, burglary of a dwelling satisfies the requirenent of the

statute. See 18 U S.CA 8 924(e)(2)(B)(ii); Taylor v. United

States, 495 U. S. 575, 599 (1990). Therefore, we hold that, for the
pur pose of the arned career crimnal determ nation, Sheppard had
t he necessary three predicate violent felony convictions.?
Sheppard also argues that he was denied effective
assi stance of counsel during his plea and sentencing. Ineffective
assistance clains are not generally addressed on direct appea
unless it appears conclusively fromthe record that the appell ant

received ineffective assistance of counsel. United States V.

Ri chardson, 195 F.3d 192, 198 (4th Gr. 1999). Such cl ains
generally should be raised by a notion under 28 U S. C § 2255
(2000). Id.

2Sheppard al so contends that insufficient evidence exists to
support the base offense of possession of a firearm as a felon
arguing that the weapon he possessed did not affect interstate
comer ce; however, we find that he acknow edged t hat the weapon did
affect interstate commerce during the guilty plea hearing.
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I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal. W therefore affirm Sheppard’ s conviction and sentence.
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 petition be filed, but
counsel believe that such petition would be frivol ous, then counsel
may nmove in this court for |eave to withdraw fromrepresentation
Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof was served on the
client. W dispense with oral argument because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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