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PER CURI AM

M chael Thomas Potts appeals his conviction for possession
with intent to distribute crack cocaine in violation of 21 U S. C
8§ 841(a)(1) (1994). On appeal, Potts contends that his due process
rights were of fended because he did not receive “actual” notice of
the Governnent’s intent to seek enhanced penalties under 21 U S. C
§ 841(b)(1)(B) (1994). See 21 U.S.C. § 851(a)(1) (1994). OQur re-
view of the record and the proceedings before the district court
reveals no reversible error with respect to Potts’ notice of and
opportunity to be heard regarding the possibility of an enhanced

sentence as a result of his recidivism See Oyler v. Boles, 368

U S 448, 452 (1962); United States v. Belanger, 970 F. 2d 416, 418

(7th Cr. 1992). 1In addition, we can discern no abuse of discre-
tion on the part of the district court with respect to the adm s-
sion of Fed. R Evid. 404(b) evidence tending to prove that Potts
possessed crack cocaine with the requisite intent to distribute.

See United States v. Powers, 59 F.3d 1460, 1464-65 (4th Cir. 1995).

Finding no nerit to either of Potts’ contentions on appeal, we
affirmthe conviction and sentence. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci -

si onal process.
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