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PER CURI AM

| saac G bson appeals his conviction for bank robbery, alleging
plain error msconduct by the district court® and the prosecutor, and
insufficiency of the evidence. W affirm

G bson first argues that the district court inproperly
i nfluenced a key defense w tness--who had been indicted for the sane
robbery--to assert his Fifth Armendnent right not to testify. Because
G bson did not object at trial, we reviewthis issue for plain error.
See Fed. R Oim P. 52(b). After the witness expressed uncertainty
whet her he would waive his right against self-incrimnation, the
district court discussed this issue with himoutside the presence of
the jury. During this exchange, the district court advised the
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witness of his Fifth Anendnent right,



noted the penalties for perjured testinony, and declined to specul ate
whet her testifying woul d have any inpact on the wi tness's prospects
for a plea bargain. There was no plain error. See United States v.
Val dez, 16 F.3d 1324, 1331 (2d Gr.), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 60
(1994).

Next, G bson contends that he was the victim of prosecutoria

m sconduct because the Assistant United States Attorney repeatedly
cross-exam ned G bson about his use of drugs and referred during
closing argunment to G bson's drug use and to matters not in evidence.
Again, we review for plain error as G bson did not raise these issues
at trial. The cross exam nation was not plain error because G bson's
drug use on the day of the robbery and before was relevant to issues
such as credibility and nmotive. There was no plain error in closing
argunent because the prosecutor did not refer to matters not in
evi dence and the references to G bson's drug use, even if overbl own,
did not deprive him of a fair trial given the strength of the
governnment's case and the district court's cautionary instruction
that G bson was being tried only for the charged of fense. See United
States v. Jackson, 41 F.3d 1231, 1233 (8th Gr. 1994) (per curiam

Finally, we reject G bson's challenge to the sufficiency of the
evi dence that he knowi ngly aided and abetted a bank robbery. The
jury could have found from the governnent's evidence that G bson
drove to the bank believing his passenger would rob the bank and
share the proceeds with G bson; that the passenger exited the car,
robbed the bank, returned, and told G bson to "go"; and that G bson
t hen drove the car away at hi gh speed.

Accordingly, we affirm
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