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PER CURIAM:

Lavar Reshaud Ford was convicted following a jury
trial of being a felon 1iIn possession of a firearm and
ammunition, In violation of 18 U.S.C. 8§ 922(g)(1) (2012). Ford
appeals, challenging the district court’s denial of his Rule 29
motions for a judgment of acquittal.

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

motion de novo. United States v. Jaensch, 665 F.3d 83, 93 (4th

Cir. 2011). We must sustain the jury’s verdict if “there is
substantial evidence in the record, when viewed in the light
most favorable to the government, to support the conviction.”
Id. (internal quotation marks omitted). “Substantial evidence
iIs 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.” Id. (alteration and internal
quotation marks omitted). “Reversal for insufficient evidence

is reserved for the rare case where the prosecution’s failure is

clear.” United States v. Ashley, 606 F.3d 135, 138 (4th Cir.

2010) (internal quotation marks omitted).

To convict Ford of being a felon in possession of a
firearm and ammunition, the Government had to prove three
elements: (1) Ford knowingly possessed a firearm and
ammunition; (2) Ford had a prior felony conviction; and (3) the

Ffirearm and ammunition traveled iIn iInterstate commerce. United



States v. Royal, 731 F.3d 333, 337 (4th Cir. 2013), cert.

denied, 134 S. Ct. 1777 (2014). Ford concedes that he had a
prior Tfelony conviction and that the firearm and ammunition
traveled 1n interstate commerce. However, he argues that the
Government did not establish that he actually possessed a
firearm and ammunition.

Possession may be proved by showing that Ford actually
possessed a Tfirearm and ammunition by exercising physical

control over them. United States v. Scott, 424 F.3d 431, 435

(4th Cir. 2005). Because the Government introduced ample
circumstantial evidence from which a reasonable factfinder could
conclude beyond a reasonable doubt that Ford had exercised
physical control over a loaded handgun, we conclude that there
is sufficient evidence to support the jury’s finding that Ford
possessed a firearm and ammunition. Thus, the district court
did not err by denying Ford’s Rule 29 motions.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district
court. 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



