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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Pursuant to his guilty pleas, John Francis Tatham was convicted of
one count each of conspiracy to commit bank fraud and conspiracy
to fraudulently use social security numbers and two counts of bank
fraud. On appeal, Tatham alleges that the district court erroneously
calculated his crimina history score. Finding no reversible error, we
affirm.

Tatham and hiswife used aliases and false social security numbers

to open checking accounts at various banks. They then "kited" checks
between different accounts, withdrew cash, and wrote worthless
checks to merchants for cash, goods, and services. 1 In preparing
Tatham's presentence report, the probation officer assigned fifty-three
criminal history points, far more than the thirteen points needed for
the highest criminal history category. Forty-two of these points were
the result of fourteen separate convictions for breaking and entering
and automobile theft. The record shows that over a one week period
in 1992 Tatham and three friends broke into fourteen vehicles, al
belonging to different victims. If the keys were in the car, they stole
it, stripped it, and sold the parts; otherwise, they simply stole items

of value. The cases were not consolidated for trial, but Tatham did
receive concurrent sentences. Tatham argued unsuccessfully at trial
that the fourteen convictions should be treated as'related" pursuant

to USSG 8§ 4A1.2(8)(2),2 resulting in atotal of only three criminal his-
tory points. The district court also departed upward from the Guide-
lines range because the criminal history category under represented
Tatham's criminal history.

1 Tatham and his wife ultimately caused over $48,000 in losses.

2 U.S. Sentencing Guidelines M anual (1997). This section permits the
sentencing court to treat prior sentencesin "related” cases as one sen-
tence for purposes of calculating a defendant’s criminal history score.
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Because the basic facts concerning the fourteen convictions are
undisputed, we review de novo the district court's finding that they
were not "related" under USSG § 4A1.2(a)(2). See United Statesv.
Rivers, 929 F.2d 136, 141 (4th Cir. 1991). In calculating a defendant's
criminal history score, "prior sentences are considered related if they
resulted from offenses that (1) occurred on the same occasion, (2)
were part of asingle common scheme or plan, or (3) were consoli-
dated for trial or sentencing." See USSGS 4A1.2, comment. (n.3). In
the present casg, it is clear from the record that the prior offensesin
guestion did not occur on the same occasion, nor were they consoli-
dated for tria or sentencing, and Tatham does not challenge this find-
ing. He does, however, allege that the thefts were all part of a
common scheme or plan to make money.

The burden was on Tatham to establish the existence of acommon
scheme, and we find that he failed to meet this burden. See United
States v. Cowart, 90 F.3d 154, 159 (6th Cir. 1996). Although the
Guidelines do not define "scheme” or "plan," we concur with the Sev-
enth Circuit that the termsimply a specific intent such that the "com-
mission of one [offense] would entail the commission of the other as
well." See United States v. Woods, 976 F.2d 1096, 1099 (7th Cir.
1992) (citation omitted). In other words, there must be "more than
simply arepeated pattern of criminal conduct.” 1d. at 1100 (quoting
United States v. Chartier, 970 F.2d 1009, 1016 (2d Cir. 1992).
Tatham alleges that the offensesin question should be considered "re-
lated" because of their temporal and geographic proximity and
because the primary purpose behind all of the thefts was to make
money. However, these factors alone are not necessarily determinative,3
especially when the motive is merely to fund a particular lifestyle. See
Chartier, 970 F.2d at 1016.4 Absent any evidence to the contrary, we
find that the record supports the district court's finding that Tatham's
prior offenses were merely crimes of opportunity with no overarching
plan.

3 See United Statesv. Breckenridge, 93 F.3d 132, 138 (4th Cir. 1996);
see aso United Statesv. Fonville, 5 F.3d 781, 785 (4th Cir. 1993) (hold-
ing that shared motivation cannot transform prior convictionsinto one
illicit act).

4 After al, asamatter of common sense, the primary goal of most
thievesis to make money.
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We therefore affirm Tatham's sentence. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



