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PER CURI AM *

Armando Trevi no and Juan Luci o appeal their convictions for
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute over 100
kil ograns of marijuana. They argue: (1) the evidence was
insufficient to support their convictions; (2) the district court
erred in allowng a federal agent’s testinony about a co-

def endant’s admi ssion in violation of Bruton v. United States,

391 U.S. 123, 126-27 (1968), and FED. R Evip. 803(b)(3);: (3) the

district court abused its discretion in allow ng expert testinony

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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that anmounted to i nperm ssible opinion evidence; and (4) the
prosecutor commented on the defendants’ failure to testify.
Viewing the evidence in a |ight nost favorable to the jury’s
verdict, there was sufficient evidence that both Lucio and
Trevino knowi ngly participated in the marijuana conspiracy. See

United States v. Otega Reyna, 148 F.3d 540, 543 (5th Cr. 1998);

United States v. Dean, 59 F.3d 1479, 1485 (5th Cr. 1995); United

States v. Inocencio, 40 F.3d 716, 720-21, 26 (5th Cr. 1994).

Agent M chael Rubal caba’s testinony about co-defendant Juan
Escam |l a’ s confession, as redacted, did not pose a Bruton

violation. Richardson v. Marsh, 481 U S. 200, 211 (1987). Also,

the testinony was admtted as evi dence against only Escam |l a and

not Luci o or Trevino. See United States v. Sarm ento-Perez, 633

F.2d 1092, 1096 (5th GCr. 1981).

Agent Rubal caba and Agent Ruben Garza' s testinony about
their experience with drug traffickers and the scout-car-cargo-
car scenario did not anpbunt to inadm ssible opinion evidence and
the district court did not abuse its discretion in allow ng the

testinony. See United States v. Riddle, 103 F. 3d 423, 429 (5th

Cir. 1997); see also United States v. Gutierrez-Farias, 294 F.3d

657, 662-63 (5th CGr. 2002), cert. denied, 537 U S 1114 (2003).

Lastly, the prosecutor did not inpermssibly cooment on the

appellants’ failure to testify. See United States v. Dula, 989

F.2d 772, 776 (5th Cr. 1993).

AFFI RVED.



