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PER CURI AM

Andre A Artis appeals his conviction for possession of
a firearmafter having been convicted of a felony, and havi ng been
convicted of donestic violence, in violation of 18 U S.C
88 922(g)(1), (9) (2000).

Artis first contends that the district court erred by
granting the Governnment’s notion in limne to prevent a coll ateral
attack on his donestic violence conviction frombeing presented to
the jury. Whet her a prior m sdeneanor conviction for donestic
violence qualifies as a predicate offense pursuant to 18 U S.C
8§ 922(a)(33)(B)(i)(lIl) (2000) is a question of lawfor the court to

decide. See United States v. Bethurum 343 F.3d 712, 716 (5th Gr

2003); United States v. Akins, 276 F.3d 1141, 1146 (9th Cr. 2002)

("Because 8 921(a)(33)(B)(i)(l) is a legal definition, its
application presents a question of law to be decided by the trial

judge."); United States v. Smith, 171 F.3d 617, 621-22 (8th Gr.

1999) (concluding, as a matter of law, that a particul ar conviction
and wai ver of rights satisfied t he requirenents of
8§ 922(a)(33)(B)(i)). Accordingly, we hold that the district court
did not err by granting the Government’s notion in limne to
prevent the issue fromgoing to the jury.

Artis also contends that the district court erroneously
concl uded that his prior conviction for donestic violence qualified

as a predicate offense for the purposes of 8 922(g)(9). Title 18



US C §922(g)(9) (2000) provides that it shall be unlawful for a
per son who has been convicted in any court of a m sdeneanor crine
of donestic violence (“MCDV’) to possess a firearm However,
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 8§ 921(a)(33)(B) (2000), a person shall not be
consi dered to have been convicted of m sdeneanor donestic viol ence
unl ess, anong other things, “the person, if he was entitled to a
jury trial in the MCDV case under the laws of the jurisdiction in
whi ch the MCDV case was tried, . . . knowingly and intelligently
wai ved the right to have the [ MCDV] case tried by a jury, by guilty

plea or otherwise. United States v. Jennings, 323 F.3d 263, 265

(4th Cr. 2003) (internal citations and quotations mark omtted);
18 U.S.C. § 921(a)(33)(B) (2000).

It is undisputed that in 2003, Artis entered a guilty
plea in Juvenile & Donmestic Relations District Court of Virginia
(“J&DR court”™) to one count of m sdeneanor donestic violence.
Under Virginia |aw, a defendant appearing before a J&DR court has
no right to a jury trial in that court. Such a right exists only
where the defendant exercises his right to appeal the judgnent to
a Virginia CGrcuit Court. Va. Sup. CG. R 3A 13(a). Accordingly,
we hold that Artis did not have a right to a jury trial in J&R
court, and that he did not invoke his right to a jury trial in a
Circuit Court of Appeals because he failed to file a notice of

appeal. W therefore agree with the district court’s concl usion



that Artis was not entitled to a jury trial as a matter of |aw
Jenni ngs, 323 F.3d at 265.

Finally, Artis contends that his uncorroborated
conf essi on to possession of the firearmwas insufficient to sustain
his conviction under 8 922(g)(1). “The verdict of a jury nust be
sustained if there is substantial evidence, taking the view nost

favorabl e to the Governnment, to support it.” See dasser v. United

States, 315 U S. 60, 80 (1942). “[ SJubstantial evidence is
evi dence that a reasonabl e finder of fact could accept as adequate
and sufficient to support a conclusion of a defendant’s guilt

beyond a reasonabl e doubt.” United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849,

862 (4th Cir. 1996).
“TAln accused my not be convicted on his own

uncorroborated confession,” Smth v. United States, 348 U S. 147,

152 (1954), or incul patory adm ssions. QOpper v. United States, 348

U S 84, 91 (1954). See also United States v. Hall, 396 F.2d 841,

844-45 (4th Cr. 1968). There nmnust also be *“substantial
i ndependent evidence which would tend to establish the
trustworthiness of the statenent.” Qpper, 348 U. S. at 93; see al so

United States v. Bryce, 208 F.3d 346, 354 (2d G r. 1999); United

States v. Chimal, 976 F.2d 608, 611 (10th Gr. 1992).  The

corroborating evidence is adequate if it “supports the essenti al
facts admtted sufficiently to justify a jury inference of their

truth.” QOpper, 348 U.S. at 93. Viewing the evidence in the |ight



nost favorable to the Governnent, we conclude that the evidence is
sufficient to sustain Artis’ conviction for violating 8§ 922(g)(1).
G asser, 315 U. S. at 80.

We find Artis’ remaining clainms to be without nerit and
affirmhis conviction and sentence. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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