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PER CURI AM

Rodney LI oyd Bradf ord appeal s his convi cti on and sent ence
to 180 nonths in prison and five years of supervised release
following his guilty plea to possession of a firearm after having
been convicted of three counts of felony breaking and entering, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. 88 922(g)(1), 924(e)(1) (2000). Bradford' s

attorney initially filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967), asserting there were no neritorious grounds
for appeal but raising the issue of whether there was appeal abl e

error under Blakely v. Washington, 542 U. S. 296 (2004). Follow ng

the Suprenme Court’s decisionin United States v. Booker, 125 S. C.

738 (2005), Bradford' s counsel filed a supplenmental brief raising
the issue of whether his enhanced punishnment as an arned career
crimnal violated his right to a jury trial wunder the Sixth
Amendnent . Bradford was notified of his right to file a pro se
suppl emental brief but did not do so. Finding no meritorious
i ssues, we affirm

Al though Bradford did not object to the presentence
report or dispute that he had at | east three prior convictions for
fel ony breaking and entering under North Carolina | aw, he contends
t hat whet her or not these offenses qualified as “violent fel onies”
or were “comm tted on occasions different fromone another” under
18 U S.C. 8 924(e) (2000) were facts that had to be charged in the

i ndi ctment and determ ned by the jury or admtted by him However,



Bradford’s argunents are foreclosed by United States v. Thonpson,

421 F.3d 278 (4th Cr. 2005). Because the facts necessary to
support both the fifteen-year nandatory m ninmum prison sentence

under 18 U. S.C. § 924(e) and the enhancenent under U.S. Sentencing

Quidelines Manual 8§ 4B1.4(b)(3)(B) (2003) “inhere in the fact of

conviction,” there was no error. See id. at 283, 287 & n.5.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and found no neritorious issues for appeal. W
therefore affirm Bradford’ 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
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, 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.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and

| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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