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PER CURI AM *

Edwar d Li onel Bl ake appeal s his convictions for conspiracy to
possess with intent to distribute cocaine base and aiding and
abetting possession with intent to distribute cocaine base,
contending that the district court admtted inproperly extrinsic
evidence of a subsequent bad act that contributed to his
convi ction. Bl ake characterizes crack cocaine found in his
possessi on during the execution of a search warrant, subsequent to
the date of the charged offense, as extrinsic evidence under FED.

R EviD. 404(b). An officer testified that, during the execution of

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



the warrant, Bl ake grabbed sonething fromthe dresser, where rocks
of crack cocai ne were discovered, and fl ed.

The standard of review for the trial court’s determ nation of
adm ssibility of evidence is abuse of discretion. E.g., United
States v. Chavez, 119 F.3d 342, 346 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 118
S. CG. 615 (1997); see Feb. R EviD. 103.

The extrinsic evidence of other bad acts nust fit within one
of the exceptions of Rule 404(b). It cannot be admtted to showthe
character of the defendant. Here, the applicable exception is the
intent of the defendant. Such intent is at issue when the
def endant pleads not guilty to a drug conspiracy charge. United
States v. Parsee, 178 F. 3d 374, 379 (5th Cr. 1999). Bl ake pl eaded
not guilty. And, the district court noted simlarities between the
two crines, possession of drugs. Along this line, the district
court gave a limting instruction that this evidence could be used
only to determne “whether M. Blake had the state of mnd or
i ntent necessary to conmt the crine charged in the indictnent”.

Bl ake al so contends that the bad act is not adm ssi bl e because
it occurred after the charged offense. But, there is no
requi renent that other bad acts occur prior to the charged of f ense.
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