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PER CURI AM *

In this consolidated appeal, Defendant- Appell ant Anitra Deshea
Jenki ns appeals her guilty plea convictions for being a felon in
possession of a firearm and for bank robbery and possession of a
firearm in furtherance of a crime of violence. 18 U.S.C. 8§
922(g) (1), 924(a)(2), (c)()(A(ii), (B)(i)&ii); 2113(a) & (d).

Jenkins argues that the district court erred in assigning a
career offender enhancenent based upon two prior convictions for

aggravated assault with a deadly weapon. Jenki ns contends that

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



t hese convictions were part of a common schene and shoul d have been
count ed as separate offenses.

We review de novo the district court’s interpretation of the
Guidelines, and nore specifically, that court’s determ nation

whet her prior sentences were part of a commobn schene. United

States v. Villegas, 404 F.3d 355, 359 (5th Gr. 2005); United

States v. Robinson, 187 F.3d 516, 519 (5th Cr. 1999).

The record reflects that Jenkins’s assault on a woman at a gas
station during the second aggravated assault was inconsistent with
Jenkins’s comobn schene to reunite wth her girlfriend.
Accordingly, the district court did not err in determning that the
two prior convictions were unrel ated and that Jenkins qualified as

a career offender. See Robi nson, 187 F.3d at 519-20.

Jenkins al so argues that the district court’s application of

t he career offender enhancement violates United States v. Booker,

125 S. &. 738 (2005). She concedes that her argunent is revi ewed

for plain error. See United States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 311 (5th

Cir. 2005), petition for cert. filed (Mar. 31, 2005)(No. 04-9517).

The district court’s determ nation of career offender status

does not inplicate Booker. United States v. Guevara, 408 F. 3d 252,

261 (5th Cr. 2005). Accordingly, Jenkins fails to denonstrate
error, plain or otherw se.
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