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PER CURI AM *

Dean C aude MCaul ey appeals his convictions after a jury
trial of conspiracy to distribute mari huana, possession with intent
to distribute nmarihuana, two counts of wunlawful wuse of a
communi cations facility, two counts of interstate travel in aid of
racketeering, and conspiracy to |aunder nopnetary instrunents.
McCaul ey argues that the district court abused its discretion in
allowing the adm ssion of evidence of his prior convictions for

conspiracy to manufacture and to possess with intent to distribute
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met hanphetam ne and conspiracy to distribute marihuana. He
contends that, in light of the evidence presented at trial, the
prior convictions were not relevant to the i ssue of intent and that
the adm ssion of this evidence was unduly prejudicial.

We hold that the district court did not abuse its discretion
by admtting evidence of the prior convictions. By pleading not
guilty, MCauley placed his intent at issue. G ven the unique
nature of the intent elenment in a conspiracy charge and the
simlarity of the intent requirenment of MCauley's prior
convictions to the charged conspiracy, the prior convictions were

relevant to the issue of McCauley’'s intent. See United States V.

Jackson, _ F.3d __, 2003 W 21692680, *5 (5th Gir. July 21, 2003)
(No. 01-51108). McCaul ey’s defense called into question the
credibility of the main wtness against him and specul ated on
legitimate reasons for his association with her. In light of the
facts of this case, we hold that the district court did not abuse
its discretion in holding that the probative val ue of the evidence
was not substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice.

See United States v. Buchanan, 70 F.3d 818, 831 (5th Cr. 1995);

United States v. Henthorn, 815 F.2d 304, 308 (5th Gr. 1987).

AFFI RVED.



