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PER CURI AM

Jeffrey Bradford appeal s his conviction followng ajury trial
of one count of armed bank robbery in violation of 18 U S C 8§
2114(a), (d) (2000). Bradford was sentenced to 300 nonths in prison
and five years of supervised release. W affirm

Bradford argues that the district court erred when it
interrupted the testinony of a governnment w tness, Christopher
Gendreau, and then permtted the Governnent to recall w tness Jeff
Hensley in order to lay the appropriate foundation for Hensley’s
co-conspirator statenments under Fed. R Evid. 801(d)(2)(E). Under
Fed. R Evid. 6l11(a), the district court has broad authority to
exerci se reasonabl e control over the interrogati on of wtnesses and
the presentation of evidence. W review the district court’s
control over the presentation of witnesses for abuse of discretion.

See United States v. Tindle, 808 F.2d 319, 328 (4th Gr. 1986). W

have reviewed the record and find no abuse of discretion.
Accordingly, we affirmBradford s conviction. W di spense with oral
argunent 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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