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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

A jury convicted Kenneth R. Hensley of perjury, in violation of 18
U.S.C.A. § 1623 (West 2000). On appeal, Hensley challenges the dis-
trict court’s instructions to the jury and the sufficiency of the evi-
dence. We affirm. 

Hensley first argues on appeal that the district court erred in
instructing the jury on the ground that the instructions assumed Hens-
ley’s testimony was false rather than requiring the jury to find that
element of the offense. We have reviewed the parties’ briefs, the joint
appendix, and the court’s instructions. Reading the record as a whole,
United States v. Ellis, 121 F.3d 908, 923 (4th Cir. 1997), we find no
error, plain or otherwise. United States v. Strickland, 245 F.3d 368,
376 (4th Cir. 2001) (stating standard of review). 

Hensley also challenges his conviction on the ground that the dis-
trict court erred by denying his motion for judgment of acquittal
under Fed. R. Crim. P. 29. To prove a violation of § 1623, the Gov-
ernment must prove that Hensley testified under oath in a proceeding
before a court and knowingly made a false statement that was mate-
rial to the proceeding. United States v. Sarihifard, 155 F.3d 301, 306
(4th Cir. 1998). Our de novo review of the record leads us to conclude
that the evidence was sufficient. United States v. Gallimore, 247 F.3d
134, 136 (4th Cir. 2001) (stating standard of review); United States
v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849, 862-63 (4th Cir. 1996) (en banc) (providing
standard to review sufficiency of evidence). To the extent that Hens-
ley challenges a Government witness’ testimony as being uncertain,
we do not review the credibility of the witnesses and "‘assume that
the jury resolved all contradictions [in the testimony] . . . in favor of
the Government.’" United States v. Romer, 148 F.3d 359, 364 (4th
Cir. 1998) (quoting United States v. United Med. & Surgical Supply
Corp., 989 F.2d 1390, 1402 (4th Cir. 1993)). Thus, the district court
did not err in denying Hensley’s Rule 29 motion. 
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Accordingly, we affirm Hensley’s conviction. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the material before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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