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

No. 97-40503
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
JOHN HANCOCK
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{e; ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
UDC No. 1:96-CR-115-2
February 10, 1998
Before DUHE', DeMOSS and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
John Hancock appeals his sentence followng his guilty-plea
conviction to possession of crack cocaine wwth intent to
di stri bute.
He argues that the district court erred by overruling his
objection to a two-point increase for possession of a firearm
during a drug transaction because it was his brother Noel Hancock

who possessed the gun and sold it follow ng the drug transacti on.

It was reasonably foreseeable to Hancock that his brother would
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possess a firearmduring the conm ssion of a drug-trafficking

of fense, as Hancock hel ped the buyer | ocate Noel to facilitate
the buying of the gun in addition to separately selling the buyer
crack cocaine. The district court did not clearly err by

overruling the objection to the enhancenent. See United States

v. Thomas, 120 F.3d 564, 574 (5th G r. 1997), cert. denied, 1998

W 5907 (U. S Jan. 12, 1998) (No. 97-6829), and cert. deni ed,

1998 W. 5908 (U.S. Jan. 12, 1998) (No. 97-6839).

Hancock argues that the trial court erred by overruling his
objection to the addition of four points to his crimnal history
score for two juvenile adjudications. He contends that the two
of fenses were rel ated and shoul d have been counted as only one
of fense, rather than two separate offenses. The two offenses
coul d not have been considered rel ated because they were
separated by an intervening offense. See U S. S.G § 4Al. 2,
comment. (n.3). The district court did not err by overruling the

objection. See United States v. Fitzhugh, 984 F.2d 143, 147 &

n.15 (5th Gr. 1993).

AFFI RVED.



