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CRIMINAL LAW—IDENTIFICATION—SUFFICIENCY OF EVIDENCE.—Eye wit-
ness identification, possession of fruits of the crime within minutes

after the robbery, and a signed confession by both appellants held
sufficient identification.

Appeal from Pulaski Circuit Court, Fourth Division,
Richard B. Adkisson, Judge; affirmed.

John C. Earl, for appellants.

Ray Thornton, Atty. Gen., by: Julie M&Donald, Asst.
Atty. Gen., for appellee. R o

CoNLEY BYRp, Justice. Appellants Bobby Earl Norful
and Samuel Edward Norful contend that their robbery
conviction should be set aside because of lack of identifi-
cation. There is no merit to this contention. The record
shows eye witness identification, possession of the fruits
of the crime within minutes after the robbery, and a
signed confession by both appellants.

Affirmed.
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