IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 92-1708
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ROBERT STEVEN BROWN,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:92-CR-048-A
~ March 19, 1993

Before KING DAVIS, and SMTH, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Brown argues that the district court incorrectly determ ned
that he was subject to the arned career crimnal enhancenent
provision of 18 U S.C. 8§ 924(e)(1). He contends that although he
commtted four burglaries, he only had two convictions for
enhancenent purposes. Al of Brown's argunents are foreclosed by
existing Fifth Grcuit precedent.

A person who violates 18 U.S.C. 8 922(g) and has three

previ ous convictions for a violent felony or serious drug

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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of fense, commtted on occasions different from one another shal
be inprisoned not less than 15 years. See 18 U S.C. 8§ 924(e)(1).
A defendant who is subject to an enhanced sentence under 18
US C 8 924(e) is an arned career crimnal under U S. S G
8§ 4Bl.4(a). Wiether a district court correctly applied the
enhancenment provision of 18 U S.C. § 924(e)(1) pursuant to
US S G 84Bl1.4(a) is reviewed de novo by this Court. United

States v. Garcia, 962 F.2d 479, 481 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 113

S.Ct. 293 (1992).

Mul tiple convictions arising fromseparate cri m nal
transactions should be treated as separate convictions,
regardl ess of the nunber of judicial proceedings involved.

United States v. Herbert, 860 F.2d 620, 622 (5th Cr. 1988),

cert. denied, 490 U. S. 1070 (1989); see also United States v.

Washi ngton, 898 F.2d 439, 441-42 (5th Cr.), cert. denied, 111

S.C. 122 (1990). In so far as Brown suggests that his
convictions were related or consolidated for trial under U S. S G
8 4Al1. 2, whether cases are considered "related" under 8 4A1.2 is
irrelevant in determ ning whether three violent felonies were
conmitted on different occasions under 8 924(e) and § 4Bl.4. See

United States v. Medina-Gutierrez, 980 F.2d 980, 983 (5th G

1992). Brown's conviction and sentence are AFFI RVED



