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PER CURIAM:

Leroy Augustus Lane appeals his conviction by a jury of

one count of bank robbery, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2113(a)

(2000).  On appeal, Lane asserts that the evidence was insufficient

to support the jury’s verdict.  We affirm.

We review de novo the district court’s denial of Lane’s

motion for judgment of acquittal based on insufficient evidence.

United States v. Gallimore, 247 F.3d 134, 136 (4th Cir. 2001).  The

verdict must be sustained if there is substantial evidence to

support it, taking the view most favorable to the Government.

Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942).  “[S]ubstantial

evidence is evidence that 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).  In evaluating the sufficiency of the

evidence, we do not review the credibility of the witnesses, and we

assume that the jury resolved contradictions in testimony in favor

of the Government.  United States v. Romer, 148 F.3d 359, 364 (4th

Cir. 1998), overruled on other grounds as recognized in United

States v. Strassini, 59 Fed. Appx. 550, 552 (4th Cir. 2003).

With these standards in mind, we have reviewed the record

and conclude that the evidence was sufficient.  Lane does not

dispute that the robber was driving his vehicle.  In addition, one

witness positively identified Lane, and another testified that Lane
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confessed to him.  While Lane challenges the credibility of these

witnesses, credibility determinations are jury functions, and

absent extraordinary circumstances not present here, we will not

disturb them.  See Columbus-Am. Discovery Group v. Atl. Mut. Ins.

Co., 56 F.3d 556, 567 (4th Cir. 1995).

  Accordingly, we affirm Lane’s conviction.  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


