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Before JOLLY, GARZA, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Leron M chael Al exander appeals fromhis conviction of three
counts of bank robbery, one count of carjacking, and four counts of
using, carrying, or brandishing a firearm during a crine of
vi ol ence. Al exander contends that the two firearmcharges arising
fromthe June 18, 2001, carjacking and bank robbery he commtted
shoul d have resulted in one firearm sentence under 18 U S.C. 8§
924(c) because the predicate offenses were grouped under the

Sent enci ng Cui del i nes and because the carjacking and bank robbery

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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occurred nearly sinultaneously. He also argues that the district
court erred by adjusting his guideline sentencing |level as to one
of his bank robberies because one of his victins was a vul nerabl e
victim

The evidence showed that Al exander brandi shed a firearm when
he commtted his carjacking of fense, then agai n when he robbed the
bank. Therefore, Al exander used a firearm twice to commt two
different predicate offenses, carjacking and bank robbery. There

were thus two units of prosecution, see United States v. Phipps,

319 F. 3d 177, 186 (5th Cr. 2003), and 8 924(c) authorized separate
convictions and sentences. See id.

We need not address whet her the vul nerabl e victimadjustnent
was erroneous. Wthout the adjustnent, Al exander’s conbined
of fense Il evel for his nultiple of fenses woul d have renai ned 28, see
US SG 8§ 3Al.4(a), and his total offense |evel would have
remai ned the sane. Any error regarding the vulnerable victim

adjustnent is thus harmess. See United States v. Sidhu, 130 F. 3d

644, 652 (5th Gr. 1997).

AFFI RVED.



