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PER CURIAM:*

Curtis Rawls appeals his sentence for possession with intent to distribute

cocaine base in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1).  He contends that the district

court incorrectly classified him as a career offender by erroneously adopting the



1 See United States v. Calverly, 37 F.3d 160 (5th Cir. 1994) (en banc); United States
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Presentence Investigation Report’s factual predicate that he previously had twice

been convicted of possession of cocaine with the intent to distribute.  He further

maintains that the district court improperly increased his sentence because the

government had failed to notify him that his prior convictions for substance

offenses would be a relevant factor in sentencing.  Finally, he contends that the

district court attributed an incorrect quantity of drugs to him by erroneously

considering information he had divulged under an offer of immunity.

The district court did not err in classifying Rawls as a career offender.1  The

government was not required to notify Rawls that his prior convictions might

increase his sentence.2  Whether the district court incorrectly considered

incriminating statements Rawls made to the government is moot because Rawls

properly was classified as a career offender.3

AFFIRMED.


