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PER CURIAM 
 

King Solomon, II, was sentenced to six months of 

imprisonment and three years of supervised release for falsely 

impersonating a United States government official, in violation 

of 18 U.S.C. § 912 (2012); falsely impersonating a foreign 

diplomat to avoid criminal prosecution, in violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 915 (2012); and falsely impersonating a foreign 

diplomat and acting as such, also in violation of § 915.  On 

appeal, Solomon only contends that the district court erred in 

denying his motion for acquittal pursuant to Rule 29 of the 

Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure on the § 915 charges.  We 

affirm.   

We review a district court’s denial of a Rule 29 

motion de novo.  United States v. Alerre, 430 F.3d 681, 693 (4th 

Cir. 2005).  We will affirm if, when the evidence is viewed in 

the light most favorable to the Government, the conviction is 

supported by substantial evidence.  United States v. Hickman, 

626 F.3d 756, 762-63 (4th Cir. 2010).  “‘Substantial evidence’ 

is ‘evidence that a reasonable finder of fact could accept as 

adequate and sufficient to support a conclusion of a defendant’s 

guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.’”  United States v. Green, 599 

F.3d 360, 367 (4th Cir. 2010) (quoting United States v. Burgos, 

94 F.3d 849, 862 (4th Cir. 1996) (en banc)).  A defendant 

challenging evidentiary sufficiency “faces a heavy burden,” as 
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reversal of a conviction is limited to those circumstances in 

which “the prosecution’s failure is clear.”  United States v. 

Foster, 507 F.3d 233, 244-45 (4th Cir. 2007) (internal quotation 

marks omitted). 

We have reviewed the record and conclude that, viewing 

the evidence in the light most favorable to the Government, 

there was sufficient evidence for the jury to find that Solomon 

falsely represented himself as a foreign diplomat.  Further, we 

reject Solomon’s contention that the Government was required to 

prove that he claimed to represent a specific foreign 

government.  Under these circumstances, we conclude that the 

district court did not err in denying Solomon’s Rule 29 motion 

for acquittal on the § 915 charges. 

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 
 


