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Douglas A. Warf was convicted of grand larceny in violation
of Code § 18.2-95. He appeals, contending that the Commonwealth
did not prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the automobile with
which he was found was actually stolen. We disagree and affirm.

The parties are fully conversant with the record in the
cause, and because this memorandum opinion carries no
precedential value, no recitation of the facts is necessary.

On appeal, the evidence must be viewed in a light most

favorable to the Commonwealth. See Higginbotham v. Commonwealth,
216 vVa. 349, 352, 218 S.E.2d 534, 537 (1975). A judgment will

not be disturbed on appeal unless it is plainly wrong or without
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evidence to support it. See Traverso v. Commonwealth, 6 Va. App.

172, 176, 366 S.E.2d 719, 721 (1988).

The owner of the stolen car and the arresting officers all
described the car variously as a red 1992 Geo Storm, a "little
Geo," and a "red '92 Geo." The owner testified that she saw her
car on July 18, 1995. The officers took the car from Warf on the
same day. She testified that she had left a single key in the
ignition. Warf told the officers that he had lost "the" key to
the car he was driving.

"When an accused is found in possession of goods of a type
recently stolen, strict proof of identity of the goods is not

required." Henderson v. Commonwealth, 215 Va. 811, 812-13, 213

S.E.2d 782, 783 (1975). "'It is not necessary that the identity
of stolen property should be invariably established by positive
evidence. In many such cases identification is impracticable,
and yet the circumstances may render it impossible to doubt the
identity of the property, or to account for the possession of it
by the accused upon any reasonable hypothesis consistent with his

innocence.'" Reese v. Commonwealth, 219 Vva. 671, 673, 250 S.E.2d

345, 346 (1979) (quoting Gravely v. Commonwealth, 86 Va. 396,

402, 10 S.E. 431, 433 (1889)).

All of the evidence in this case indicates that the car
found with Warf is the same car recently stolen. Accordingly, we
affirm the conviction.

Affirmed.



