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PER CURI AM

Jerzy Pietras appeals his jury convictions and resulting
72-nmont h sentence on seven counts of transporting stolen vehicles
in interstate commerce, in violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 2312 (2000),
and ai di ng and abetting the sane, 18 U S.C. 8§ 2 (2000). On appeal,
he chal | enges the sufficiency of the evidence to support the jury’s
verdict. Specifically, Pietras does not dispute that the cars in
guestion were stolen, but maintains that the evidence failed to
establish that he was involved in the selling of the seven charged
vehicles or, in the instances where he was involved, that he knew
that they were stolen.

A jury's verdict nust be upheld on appeal if there is

substantial evidence in the record to support it. d asser .

United States, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942). In determ ning whether the

evidence in the record is substantial, this court views the
evidence in the light nost favorable to the governnent, and
i nqui res whether there is evidence that a reasonabl e finder of fact
coul d 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 Cr. 1996) (en banc). This court
“must consider circunstantial as well as direct evidence, and al | ow
t he governnent the benefit of all reasonable inferences fromthe

facts proven to those sought to be established.” United States v.

Tresvant, 677 F.2d 1018, 1021 (4th Cr. 1982). A def endant



chal I engi ng the sufficiency of the evidence faces a heavy burden.

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

“IAln appellate court’s reversal of a conviction on grounds of
i nsufficiency of evidence should be ‘confined to cases where the

prosecution’s failureis clear.”” United States v. Jones, 735 F. 2d

785, 791 (4th Cir. 1984) (quoting Burks v. United States, 437 U. S.

1, 17 (1978)).

To prove a violation under 18 U S.C. § 2312, the
governnment nust prove that there was a stolen vehicle, that the
def endant knew the vehicle was stolen, and that the defendant

transported the vehicle in interstate coomerce. United States v.

Chorman, 910 F.2d 102, 110 (4th Cr. 1990); United States v.

Spoone, 741 F.2d 680, 686 (4th Cir. 1984).

We find sufficient evidence to support the jury’s verdi ct
as to each of the seven counts. Accordingly, we affirm Pietras’
convictions and sentence. W dispense with oral argunment because
the facts and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid in the

deci si onal process.
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