UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 03-4154

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appell ee,

ver sus

GREGCORY LAVMAR LOGAN,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Mddle
District of North Carolina, at Durham James A Beaty, Jr.,
District Judge. (CR-02-200)

Subm tted: Septenber 11, 2003 Deci ded: Septenber 25, 2003

Bef ore WDENER, KING and DUNCAN, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Louis C Alen, Ill, Federal Public Defender, John A Dusenbury,
Jr., Assistant Federal Public Defender, G eensboro, North Carolina,
for Appellant. Anna MII|s Wagoner, United States Attorney, Sandra
J. Hairston, Assistant United States Attorney, G eensboro, North
Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Following a jury trial, Gegory Lamar Logan was convicted of
distribution of fifty grans of cocaine base, in violation of 21
US. C 8§841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A) (2000). The district court sentenced
Logan to 165 nonths’ inprisonnment. The sole issue Logan raises on
appeal is whether the trial court erred when it allowed testinony
concerning his prior drug trafficking activities under Federal Rule
of Evi dence 404(b).

W review the district court’s adm ssion of evidence under

Rul e 404(b) for abuse of discretion. United States v. Queen, 132

F.3d 991, 995 (4th Cr. 1997). |In order to be admssible: “(1)
the prior-act evidence nust be relevant to an issue other than
character, such as intent; (2) it nust be necessary to prove an
el enent of the crime charged; (3) it nust be reliable; and (4) as
requi red by Federal Rule of Evidence 403, its probative val ue nust
not be ‘substantially outweighed by its prejudicial nature.” 1d.
We have reviewed the record and the parties’ briefs and concl ude
the district court did not abuse its discretion by admtting Travis
Kni ght’ s testinony about prior drug-rel ated conversati ons between
Logan and him W also find no abuse of discretion in the adm ssion
of Joe Wiite' s testinony that he had engaged in occasional drug
deals with Logan over a six-nonth period up to February 2002. The
evidence of Logan’s simlar, prior drug-related activities was

adm ssible in order to prove Logan’s notive and intent.



Accordingly, we affirmLogan’s conviction. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately

presented in the materials before the court and oral argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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