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PER CURI AM

Terrance Eugene Bell challenges the 54-nobnth sentence i nposed by the
district court®! following his guilty plea to being a felon in possession
of afirearm in violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1). W affirm

W reject Bell's contention on appeal that the district court
m scal culated his crimnal history category by failing to treat two prior
of fenses as "related" under U S. S.G § 4Al1.2(a)(2). "[P]Jrior sentences are
considered related if they resulted fromoffenses that (1) occurred on the
sane occasion, (2) were part of a single common schene or plan, or (3) were
consolidated for trial or sentencing." Section 4Al.2, coment. (n.3).

The HONORABLE EDWARD L. FILIPPINE, United States District
Judge for the Eastern District of M ssouri.



Bell argues that, as a practical matter, his offenses were
consolidated for sentencing. It is well-settled in this circuit, however,
that "two or nore sentences inposed at the sane tinme "are not related for
purposes of U S S.G § 4Al1.2(a)(2) if the cases proceeded to sentencing
under separate docket nunbers, and there was no fornal order of
consolidation.'" United States v. Klein, 13 F.3d 1182, 1185 (8th Cr.)
(quoting United States v. MConber, 996 F.2d 946, 947 (8th Cir. 1993) (per
curiam)), cert. denied, 114 S. C. 2722 (1994); accord United States v.
Lewchuck, 958 F.2d 246, 247 (8th Gr. 1992). To the extent Bell asks this
panel to reconsider the above |line of cases, one panel of this court may
not overrul e the opinion of another panel. See Canpbell v. Purkett, 957
F.2d 535, 536 (8th Cir. 1992) (per curian).

Bel | also argues that the offenses were part of a common schene or
pl an. We conclude the district court did not clearly err in finding
ot herwi se, as the offenses at issue occurred two weeks apart and invol ved
different victins. Cf. United States v. Lowe, 930 F.2d 645, 646-47 (8th
CGr. 1991) (standard of review, noting sinmlar crinmes are not necessarily

related crines and uphol di ng unrel at edness deterni nati on because of fenses
occurred at different tines, involved different victins, had been commtted
in different |ocal es, and had not been consoli dated).

Accordingly, we affirm
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