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PER CURI AM *

Li sa Brown Wodard appeal s her conviction, by a jury, for bank
robbery, in violation 18 U S.C. § 2113(a), and using a firearm
during the comnm ssion of a crine of violence, in violation of 18
U.S.C. § 924(c)(1).

Wodard maintains the evidence was insufficient because at
trial, none of the witnesses to the robbery could identify her as
the robber. The witnesses were unable to do so; but, identity may
be proved through circunstantial evidence. E.g., United States v.

CGuerrero, 169 F.3d 933, 941 (5th Gr. 1999).

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



The evi dence was nore than sufficient. Exanples follow. The
W t nesses’ descriptions of the robber closely resenble Wodard.
Moreover, all three had been able to see the |icense plate on the
car that the robber was driving. That car bel onged to Wodard’s
sister, and Wodard admtted to i nvestigators that she was driving
the car inthe vicinity of the bank on the norning of the robbery.
Additionally, glasses and a coat, simlar to those worn by the
robber, were recovered froma van bel onging to Wodard’'s husband.
Mor eover, Whodard' s brot her, paroled fromprison shortly before the
robbery, testified that, approximately two weeks before the
robbery, Wodard told himof her plans to rob the bank. Finally,
Wodard’ s brother took an FBI Agent to the |ocation where he
claimred he, Wodard, and others burned evidence of the robbery.
FBI agents recovered paperclips, which were later identified as
being simlar to the ones used by the bank to clip noney together.

Wodard’ s contention that the Governnent violated her due
process rights by failing to disclose evidentiary itens inatinely
manner is conclusional and frivolous. She has not renotely shown
how any of the allegedly w thheld evidence was excul patory or
material. See Brady v. Maryland, 373 U. S. 83, 87-88 (1963); United
States v. Bagley, 473 U S. 667, 674-75 (1985).
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