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Davi d Bochi cchi o appeal s his conviction and sentence for bank
robbery in violation of 18 U S. C. § 2113. He al so appeals the
district court’s finding, based on that conviction, that he
violated the terns of his supervised rel ease.

Bochi cchio chall enges the district court’s denial of his
notion to suppress an eyewtness’s identification testinony on the
ground that the identification derived from an inpermssibly

suggestive photographic line-up and resulted in an wunreliable

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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identification. W conclude, that the photographic |ine-up was not

i nperm ssi bly suggestive. See United States v. Sanchez, 988 F. 2d

1384, 1389 (5th Gr. 1993).

Bochi cchio al so argues that the evidence was insufficient to
support his conviction of bank robbery. We have reviewed the
record and the briefs of the parties and hold that the evidence
presented at trial was sufficient for a reasonable jury to have
found, beyond a reasonable doubt, that Bochicchio commtted the

instant offense. See United States v. Roberts, 481 F.2d 892, 893-

94 (5th Gir. 1973).

Bochicchio’s remaining argunents, that the prosecutor nade
i nproper ex parte remarks and that the district court erred in
ruling that proffered defense testinony would open the door to
evidence regarding his prior crimnal history, lack nerit.

See United States v. Minoz, 150 F.3d 401, 414 (5th Gr. 1998);

United States v. Rogers, 126 F.3d 655, 658-60 (5th Cr. 1997).

Because we affirmBochiccio’s conviction for the reasons given
above, we simlarly uphold the district court's determ nation that
he violated the terns of his earlier supervised rel ease.

The judgnents of the district court are, therefore, AFFIRVED



