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PER CURI AM *

Jose Carlos Avila-Sifuentes (Avila) appeals his conviction
followwng a jury trial for illegal reentry after renmoval fromthe
United States, in violation of 8 U S.C. § 1326. Avila argues
that the district court erroneously admtted a warrant of
deportation fromhis immgration file, which the Governnent
i ntroduced as proof of his prior renoval, because the warrant
contained i nperm ssible hearsay. W have previously held that

warrants of deportation are excepted fromthe hearsay rule and

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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are adm ssi bl e. See United States v. Quezada, 754 F.2d 1190,

1193-95 (5th Cr. 1985).
Avil a al so argues that the adm ssion of the warrant of

deportation violated his right of confrontation and Crawford V.

Washi ngton, 541 U. S. 36 (2004), because the warrant was

testinonial in nature. This argunent is foreclosed by circuit

precedent. See United States v. Valdez-Miltos, 443 F.3d 910, 911

(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 127 S. C. 265 (2006).

Avila further challenges the sufficiency of the evidence,
specifically arguing that the warrant of deportation was
insufficient to prove that he was actually renoved fromthe
United States. The testinony at trial showed that the order of
deportation in Avila’'s “A” file was dated January 18, 1996, and
that an alien is typically deported the sane date as the order.
The warrant of deportation fromAvila s inmgration file
contained Avila' s signature and thunbprint and the signature of a
deportation officer who witnessed the renoval. An Inmmgration
and Custons Enforcenent agent also testified that if an alien
wth a conpleted warrant of deportation formin his file had not
been renoved, there would be further docunentation of the
occurrence in the file. A rational juror could conclude fromthe
evidence that Avila was actually renoved fromthe United States.

See Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U S. 307, 319 (1979); see also

Quezada, 754 F.2d at 1194- 96.

AFFI RVED.



