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PER CURI AM

James Andre Phillip Hunt appeal s his conviction on a jury
verdi ct on a charge of being a felon in possession of afirearm in
violation of 18 US C 88 922(g)(1), 924(a)(2) (2000).
Specifically, he contends the district court abused its discretion
by all owi ng the introduction and repeated use at trial of evidence
of his participation in arnmed robbery, which he asserts was
extrenely prejudicial.

Under Federal Rule of Evidence 403, relevant evidence
"may be excluded if its probative value is substantially outweighed
by the danger of unfair prejudice.” W review the |ower court's
application of this balancing test with the broad deference that

t he abuse of discretion standard requires, see, e.qg., United States

v. Love, 134 F.3d 595, 603 (4th Cr. 1998), and find the district
court did not abuse its discretion in this case. The evidence of
Hunt's earlier participation in the armed robbery, in which he
brandi shed and fired the firearmlater found in the vehicle he was
driving, had substantial probative value and was directly rel evant
to whether Hunt was a felon in possession of a firearm This is
particularly so given that another passenger had been in the
vehicle with Hunt between the tinme of the arned robbery and the
time police discovered the firearmwhen they stopped the vehicle.
There was no abuse of discretion in the district court’s

determi nation that the probative val ue of the di sputed evi dence was



not “substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice.”
Fed. R Evid. 403. Wiile the robbery evidence was potentially
prejudicial to Hunt, it was not unfairly prejudicial and its
probative value exceeded any prejudice Hunt nay have suffered

given that Hunt’'s earlier use of the firearm was inexorably
intertwined with the proof that the firearmfound in the vehicle

actual ly was possessed by Hunt. See United States v. Mers, 280

F.3d 407, 413-14 (4th Cr. 2002); see also United States v. Chin
83 F. 3d 83, 88 (4th G r. 1996) (holding nurder evidence adm ssible
under Rul es 403, 404(b) where it concerns “acts intrinsic to the
crime charged”).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s denial of
Hunt’s notion in Iimne, and further affirmHunt’s conviction and
sentence. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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