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PER CURI AM

For each of six bank robberies that occurred between
August 1 and Septenber 17, 2001, Calvin Earl Bunch pled guilty to
armed bank robbery, bank robbery, and using, carrying, and
brandi shing a firearmduring the comm ssion of a crine of violence.
He was sentenced to 130 nont hs for each bank robbery and arned bank
robbery conviction. The sentences ran concurrently. Additionally,
he was sentenced to seven years for the firearmoffense charged in
Count Three of the indictnment. That sentence ran consecutively to
the 130-nonth sentence. Finally, he received five consecutive
twenty-five year sentences for the remaining firearmconvictions.
Those sentences ran consecutively to the seven-year sentence and to
each ot her.

On appeal, we determ ned that because bank robbery is a
| esser included offense of armed bank robbery, the bank robbery
convictions violated the Double Jeopardy Cl ause. W vacated the
si x bank robbery convictions and remanded so that the district

court mght inpose an anended sentence. United States v. Bunch,

No. 03-4335 (4th Cr. Nov. 14, 2003) (unpublished).

On remand, the district court entered an anended cri m nal
judgnment. The judgnent reflects that Bunch is serving a 130-nonth
sentence for each of six arned bank robberies; the sentences run
concurrently. He also is serving a consecutive seven-year sentence

pursuant to his conviction on Count Three and five twenty-five year



sentences pursuant to the remaining firearm convictions. Those
convictions run consecutively to the seven-year sentence and to
each ot her.

Bunch appeal s. Hs attorney has filed a brief in

accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1987), raising
one issue but stating that there are no neritorious issues for
appeal . Bunch was advised of his right to file a suppl enental
brief, but did not file such a brief.

Bunch contends that the district court erred when it
i nposed consecutive sentences pursuant to the firearmconvictions.
However, the statute in question nmandates consecutive sentences,
and the district court was bound to followthe statutory mandate in
i mposing sentence. See 18 U S.C A 8 924(c)(1)(D) (West 2000 &
Supp. 2005).

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal . This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme 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
frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave to
wi thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on the client. W di spense with oral

argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
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presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

ai d the decisional process.
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