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PER CURIAM:

A TfTederal jury convicted Tiffany Koya Rooke and
Quintavis Deonte Dumas of sex trafficking of a child, 1iIn
violation of 18 U.S.C.A. 8 1591(a)(1) (West 2012 & Supp- 2014).
The district court sentenced the Appellants to 120 months of
imprisonment each and they now appeal. Finding no error, we
affirm.

The Appellants first argue that there was insufficient
evidence to support the jury’s finding of guilt. We review de

novo a district court’s decision to deny a Fed. R. Crim. P. 29

motion for a judgment of acquittal. United States v. Smith, 451

F.3d 209, 216 (4th Cir. 2006). A defendant challenging the
sufficiency of the evidence faces a heavy burden. United

States v. Beidler, 110 F.3d 1064, 1067 (4th Cir. 1997). The

verdict of a jury must be sustained “if, viewing the evidence 1iIn
the light most favorable to the prosecution, the verdict 1is

supported by “substantial evidence.”” Smith, 451 F.3d at 216

(citations omitted). 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.” 1d. (internal quotation marks and citation

omitted). Furthermore, “[t]he jury, not the reviewing court,
weighs the credibility of the evidence and resolves any

conflicts in the evidence presented.” Beidler, 110 F.3d at 1067
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(internal quotation marks and citation omitted). ‘“Reversal for
insufficient evidence is reserved for the rare case where the
prosecution’s failure is clear.” |Id. (internal quotation marks
and citation omitted).

In order to convict a defendant of a violation of
§ 1591(a)(1), the government must demonstrate, (1) that the
defendant knowingly recruited, transported, harbored,
maintained, obtained, or enticed a person, (2) i1n or affecting
interstate commerce, (3) knowing or in reckless disregard of the
fact that the victim had not attained the age of eighteen years

and would be made to engage In a commercial sex act. See United

States v. Garcia-Gonzalez, 714 F.3d 306, 312 (5th Cir. 2013)

(listing three essential elements of child sex trafficking under
§ 1591(a))- However, “[i]n a prosecution under subsection
(a)(1) i1n which the defendant had a reasonable opportunity to
observe the person so recruited, enticed, harbored, transported,
provided, obtained or maintained, the [g]Jovernment need not
prove that the defendant knew that the person had not attained
the age of 18 years.” 18 U.S.C.A. 8 1591(c) (West Supp. 2014).
We have thoroughly reviewed the record and conclude that there
was substantial evidence of the Appellants” guilt of the
offenses.

The Appellants also argue that the district court

abused its discretion in issuing supplemental jury instructions
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Iin response to a jury question without allowing defense counsel
an opportunity for supplemental argument to the jury. “[T]he
necessity, extent and character of any supplemental instructions
to the jury are matters within the sound discretion of the

district court.” United States v. Horton, 921 F.2d 540, 546

(4th Cir. 1990). A district court may abuse that discretion,
however, when the court provides a new theory to the jury in
supplemental instructions without providing counsel an
opportunity to argue the defendant’s innocence under that new

theory. Id. at 547; cf. United States v. Smith, 44 F.3d 1259,

1271 (4th Cir. 1995) (where supplemental instruction does not
present a new theory of the case to the jury, no additional
argument necessary). After reviewing the record and the
relevant legal authorities, we find no abuse of discretion.

Accordingly, we affirm the judgments 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 in the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



