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PER CURIAM:

Reginald Wayne Mercer appeals his conviction following a

jury trial for knowingly possessing a firearm as a convicted felon,

in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(1), 924(a)(2) (2000).  Mercer

was sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment.

On appeal, Mercer argues there was insufficient evidence

to support his conviction.  In reviewing a sufficiency challenge,

“[t]he verdict of a jury must be sustained if there is substantial

evidence, taking the view most favorable to the Government, to

support it.”  Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942).

“Substantial evidence,” in the context of a criminal action, is

that “evidence a reasonable finder of fact could accept as adequate

and sufficient to support a conclusion of a defendant’s guilt

beyond a reasonable doubt.”  United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849,

862 (4th Cir. 1996).  A defendant challenging the sufficiency of

the evidence to support his conviction “bears a heavy burden.”

United States v. Beidler, 110 F.3d 1064, 1067 (4th Cir. 1997).

We reject Mercer’s assertion that his conviction was

legally insufficient because the jury did not believe his testimony

and instead credited that of the Government’s witnesses.  Witness

credibility is solely within the province of the jury and will not

be reassessed on appeal.  See United States v. Saunders, 886 F.2d

56, 60 (4th Cir. 1989).  As such, this argument is plainly

insufficient to meet the heavy burden demanded of a criminal
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defendant challenging the sufficiency of the evidence underlying

his criminal conviction.  Beidler, 110 F.3d at 1067.  Therefore, we

affirm Mercer’s conviction and sentence.  

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED


