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PER CURIAM:

Rashawn Simon was convicted by a jury of conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute one kilogram or more of a mixture and substance containing PCP, and with
possession with intent to distribute the same while aiding and abetting another.
See 21 U.S.C. §§ 841(a)(1) & 846. The district court sentenced Simon to 160 months of
imprisonment, to be followed by five years of supervised release.

Simon challenges the sufficiency of the evidence to support his convictions on both
counts and contends the district court erroneously denied his motions for judgment of
acquittal before submission to the jury. Fed. R. Crim. P. 29(a). “We review de novo a
district court’s denial of a Rule 29 motion, upholding a jury verdict if there is substantial
evidence, viewed in the light most favorable to the government, to support it.” United
States v. Chong Lam, 677 F.3d 190, 198 (4th Cir. 2012) (quotation marks and alterations
omitted). If, however, “a defendant raises specific grounds in a Rule 29 motion, grounds
that are not specifically raised are waived on appeal.” Id. at 200.

We have carefully reviewed the record and have identified no reversible error. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



