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PER CURI AM

Carl Judge pled guilty to conspiracy to possess wth
intent to distribute five or nore kil ograns of cocaine and fifty or
nore granms of cocai ne base (crack), 21 U . S.C. 8§ 846 (2000), and was
sentenced as a career offender to a term of 262 nonths

inmprisonnment. U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8§ 4Bl1.1 (2002).

Judge contends on appeal that the district court plainly erred in
sentencing himas a career offender. W affirm

Judge nmmintains that his three prior felony drug
convictions were rel ated cases because they were part of a single
common schene or plan, see USSG § 4Al1. 2, comment. (n.3), and should
have been counted as one prior conviction. Thus, in his view, he
| acked the two predicate convictions necessary to qualify himfor
a career offender sentence. Judge overlooks the fact that his
prior offenses were separated by intervening arrests. Id.
Consequently, the district court did not plainly err in counting
each offense separately in Judge’'s crimnal history or in
sentencing himas a career offender.

We therefore affirmthe sentence i nposed by the district
court. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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