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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

A jury convicted Curtis Anthony Haynes of possessing crack
cocaine with the intent to distribute in violation of 21 U.S.C.
§841(a)(1), (b)(2)(B)(iii) (1994), which was enhanced by criminal
information establishing a prior drug related felony conviction under
21 U.S.C. § 851(a)(1) (1994). Thedistrict court sentenced Haynes to
serve 121 monthsin prison, eight years supervised release, and a $50
specia assessment fee.

On June 2, 1995, Sergeant Nichols of the Alexandria Police
Department observed Haynes, through a high-powered spotting
scope, purchase crack cocaine. At that time, Nichols radioed Officers
Wemple and Mason, who approached Haynes as he attempted to
drive away. Wemple and Mason observed Haynes pushing a plastic
bag between the car seats with his right hand. They arrested Haynes
and recovered crack cocaine from the plastic bag.

On appeal, Haynes argues that there was insufficient evidence to
convict him of possession of crack cocaine with intent to distribute.
Haynes claims that he did not buy crack cocaine. Rather, he claims
he bought marijuana and was not aware of the crack cocainein the
car because the car did not belong to him. He argues that the police
officers were not in a position to accurately observe the events about
which they testified.

Evidenceis sufficient to support a conviction so long as "viewing

the evidence in the light most favorable to the prosecution, any ratio-
nal trier of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime
beyond areasonable doubt." Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319
(1979); United Statesv. Brewer, 1 F.3d 1430, 1437 (4th Cir. 1993).
An appellate court does not review the jury's determination of witness
credibility. United States v. Saunders, 886 F.2d 56, 60 (4th Cir. 1989).
Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the Government,
the testimony of Sergeant Nichols, who observed Haynes purchasing
crack cocaine, and the testimony of Officers Wemple and Mason,
who observed Haynes attempting to hide the crack cocaine, is suffi-
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cient to support Haynes's conviction of possession of crack cocaine
with intent to distribute.

During Haynes's sentencing proceedings, the sentencing judge first
stated that an eight-year period of supervised release was required
because of Haynes's criminal history, and then sentenced Haynes

to serve five years of supervised release. The term of supervised
release recited in the written judgment is eight years due to a prior
drug-related felony conviction, which, under 21 U.S.C.A.

§ 841(b)(1)(B)(iii) (West Supp. 1996), requires aterm of at least eight
years of supervised release. Generally, when there is a conflict
between the written judgment and a sentence announced in court in
the presence of the Defendant, the oral pronouncement controls.
United Statesv. Morse, 344 F.2d 27, 29 n.1 (4th Cir. 1965). However,
when there is an ambiguity in the oral pronouncement of a sentence,
the written judgment is used to resolve that ambiguity. Paynev.
Madigan, 274 F.2d 702, 704 (9th Cir. 1960), aff'd, 366 U.S. 761
(1961). Because the oral pronouncement does not make clear the
length of supervised release, the written judgment resolves this
ambiguity and Haynesiis properly sentenced to serve eight years of
supervised release.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district court. We dis-
pense 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



