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PER CURIAM:*

Jose Guadalupe Juarez-Rivera appeals his convictions for

conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute marijuana,

conspiracy to import marijuana, possession with intent to

distribute marijuana, and importing marijuana.  He contends that 

the prosecutor violated his Sixth Amendment right to compulsory

process by intimidating his prospective witness into refusing to

testify on his behalf, the district court erred in allowing that  
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witness to invoke his Fifth Amendment privilege against self-

incrimination, the witness should have been granted immunity by

the district court, and the district court abused its discretion

in refusing to allow an alleged exculpatory statement made by the

witness into evidence. 

Our review of the record and the arguments and authorities

convinces us that no reversible error was committed.  The

prosecutor’s comments to Juarez-River’s prospective witness do

not rise to the level of a due process violation.  See United

States v. Viera, 839 F.2d 1113, 1115 (5th Cir. 1988) (en banc).   

There was no abuse of discretion in the district court's deferral

to the witness’s invocation of the Fifth Amendment.  United

States v. Follin, 979 F.2d 369, 374 (5th Cir. 1992), cert.

denied, 509 U.S. 908 (1993).  The district court did not abuse

its discretion in refusing to admit into evidence the alleged

exculpatory statement.  United States v. Campbell, 73 F.3d 44, 47

(5th Cir. 1996).  Finally, we do not consider Juarez-Rivera’s

argument that his witness should have been granted immunity

because the argument is not adequately briefed.  See L & A

Contracting Co. v. Southern Concrete Serv., Inc., 17 F.3d 106,

113 (5th Cir. 1994).

Accordingly, the judgment is AFFIRMED.


