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PER CURI AM

Keith Elliott Byrd and Ronita M chell e Jones appeal from
their convictions and sentences for conspiracy to distribute
cocai ne and cocaine base, in violation of 21 U S.C. 88 841, 846
(2000), and inportation of cocaine, in violation of 21 US. C
88 952, 960 (2000). Finding no error, we affirm

Byrd and Jones each challenge, as their sole claim on
appeal, the district court’s interrogation of witnesses at trial.
A district court’s participationin the interrogation of a wtness
pursuant to Fed. R Evid. 614 is reviewed for an abuse of

discretion. United States v. Parodi, 703 F.2d 768 (4th Cr. 1983).

Assuming that this claimwas preserved by Appellants, we find no
abuse of discretion. A district court my call wtnesses,
interrogate them or cross-exam ne them Fed. R Evid. 614(a),
(b). | ndeed, the court has an obligation to do so “for the
ascertainment of the truth” or to “avoid needl ess consunpti on of
time.” Fed. R Evid. 611(a). The district court becane invol ved
in the interrogation of the witnesses at issue only after the
W t nesses’ evasive answers and a series of frivolous objections by
def ense counsel had halted the progress of the proceedi ngs. Under
t hese circunmstances we find no error.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgnents of the district

court. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal



contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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