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Following ajury trial in the Circuit Court of Powhatan County (trial court), Joseph William
Greene (appellant) was convicted of grand larceny of a pickup truck, in violation of Code
§18.2-95." On appeal, appellant’s sole assignment of error states “[t]he trial court erroneously
inferred larceny of atruck from appellant’ s possession of unrelated property.” Appellant’sBr. at 2.

The record on appeal reflects that appellant did not object to any of the jury instructions
given by thetrial court, nor did appellant proffer jury instructions to address the issue he assertsin
his assignment of error. On brief and at oral argument, appellant argued only that the evidence
presented at trial was insufficient to convict him of grand larceny of a pickup truck. Pursuant to

Rules 5A:12(c)(1) and 5A:20(c), appellant’ s asserted trial court error iswaived because it was not

" Pursuant to Code § 17.1-413, this opinion is not designated for publication.

! Appellant was also convicted by the same jury of statutory burglary, in violation of
Code § 18.2-91, and grand larceny, in violation of Code § 18.2-95. He does not challenge those
convictions on appeal .



part of gppellant’s assignment of error in his petition for gppea or on brief. See Winston v.

Commonwealth, 51 Va. App. 74, 82, 654 S.E.2d 340, 345 (2007) (holding that because an appellant

did not include an argument in his questions presented (now assignments of error), the Court would
not addressit on apped). Appelant’s sole assignment of error does not challenge the issue of
sufficiency of the evidence to support his conviction by the jury or challenge thetria court’sruling
on his motion to strike the Commonwesalth’ s evidence. Accordingly, we affirm appellant’s
conviction for grand larceny of a pickup truck, in violation of Code § 18.2-95.

Affirmed.



