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HEANEY, Circuit Judge.

Courtney Cortese Bolden appeals his jury conviction of aiding and
abetting with intent to distribute cocaine in violation of 21 U S . C. §
841(a)(1) and 18 U.S.C. &8 2. Bolden argues that the district court erred
by precluding the introduction of evidence that would have supported a
coercion instruction. W affirm

On June 6, 1995, Bolden and co-defendants Stephen Edwards and
Lawr ence Wl ch were charged in a two-count indictnent. Count | charged
each defendant with aiding and abetting the possession with intent to
di stribute approxi mately 908 grans of cocaine. Count |
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charged each defendant with conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute
and to distribute cocai ne.

After his arrest, Bolden told a police officer that he was "getting
chunp change for transporting dope for two nmal es"” who he would not identify
because they would kill himif they found out that he snitched on them
After the officer advised Bolden that the police already had Stephen
Edwards and a fourth suspect in custody, Bolden responded, "I want to tel

you guys everything but they'll kill nme, I'mtelling you, they'll kill rme.

Prior to trial, Bolden nobved to suppress his statenents. A
nmagi strate judge held a hearing on the notion and recomended that Bol den's
suppressi on notion be denied. The district court adopted the report and
recomendat i on.

Bol den and Edwards were tried together. The governnent introduced
only the portion of Bolden's statenent in which Bolden adnmitted "getting
chunp change for transporting dope." Bol den sought to introduce the
remai nder of his statenment on the theory that it was substantially
excul patory. The governnent objected to its adnission on the ground that
it was not relevant to Bol den's defense. Edwards al so objected to the
i ntroduction of the entire statement as violative of his Sixth Anendnent
right to confrontation under Bruton v. United States, 391 U S. 123 (1968).!
The trial court ruled that the excluded portion of the statenent was not

substantially excul patory to Bolden and pernmitted the introduction of the
redacted statenent w thout the bal ance of the statenent.

lUnder Bruton, admission of a hearsay statenment nmade by a
defendant that incrimnates and is inadmssible as to a co-
def endant violates the Sixth Amendnent confrontation right of the
co-defendant. 391 U S at 126. If an incrimnating statenment nust
be admtted because of its excul patory value to the declarant, the
confrontation problemis solved by severance of the co-defendants’
trials. United States v. Kam nski 692 F.2d 505, 522 (1982).
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The jury found Bolden guilty of aiding and abetting the possession
with intent to distribute cocaine and acquitted him on the conspiracy
charge. Bolden was sentenced to the statutory nandatory m ni num of sixty
nmont hs i nprisonnent foll owed by four years of supervised rel ease

Bol den contends that the district court erred by denying the
i ntroduction of the remainder of his statenment. He argues that the later
portion of his statenment supported a defense of coercion and thus, it
shoul d have been adnmitted as substantially excul patory. W disagree.

Rul e 106 of the Federal Rules of Evidence provides: "Wen a witing
or recorded statenent or part thereof is introduced by a party, an adverse
party may require the introduction at that tinme of any other part or any
other witing or recorded statement which ought in fairness to be
consi dered contenporaneously with it." Under this rule a defendant nay
require that her entire confession be introduced if "adm ssion of the
statenent in its edited form distorts the neaning of the statenent or

excludes information substantially excul patory of the declarant." United
States v. Long, 900 F.2d 1270, 1279 (8th Gr. 1990) (quoting United States
v. Kaminski, 692 F.2d 505, 522 (8th Cr. 1982)). When review ng

evidentiary rulings, this court nust give substantial deference to the
district court's decisions on admissibility; we will find error only if the
district court clearly abused its discretion. See United States v. Snith,
63 F.3d 766, 770 (8th Cir. 1985), cert. denied, 116 S. . 744 (1996).

No part of Bol den's statenent suggests that he transported cocaine
as a result of coercion. A coercion defense requires both a well-grounded
apprehensi on that imedi ate death or serious bodily injury will result if
the crininal act is not committed and an



inability to escape the death or injury feared or to notify the authorities
before carrying out the crinme. United States v. Logan, 49 F. 3d 352, 359
(8th Cir. 1995). Bolden's expressed fear of "snitching" in the second part

of his statement does not relate to any hesitancy on his part to comit a
crimnal act, but rather only to his fear of cooperating with |aw
enf orcenent. In fact, the portion of his statenent introduced by the
governnent reveals his actual notivation for his crimnal activity: Bolden
transported the drugs in exchange for noney, albeit for an anount that he
later felt had not made the risk worthwhile.

The admission of Bolden's redacted statenent did not exclude
information that was substantially excul patory, and the district court did
not abuse its discretion by admtting only the redacted statenent.
Accordingly, we affirm Bol den's conviction
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