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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c). 

OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

David Vigil-Medina was convicted for illegally reentering the
United States as a removed alien, in violation of 8 U.S.C.A. § 1326(a)
(West 1999). Vigil-Medina received an enhanced sentence under
§ 1326(b)(2) because he was deported in 1990 after a conviction for
an aggravated felony; in 1999, Vigil-Medina was convicted by a New
York state court of hindering prosecution in the first degree, a class
D felony. Finding no error, we affirm his conviction and sentence. 

According to 8 U.S.C.A. § 1101(a)(43)(S) (West 1999 & Supp.
2001), the term "aggravated felony" includes offenses relating to
obstruction of justice for which the term of imprisonment is at least
one year. Vigil-Medina’s state conviction was based upon his trans-
porting three individuals whom he knew were being pursued by the
police on charges of murder; furthermore, in his plea agreement with
the state prosecutor, he admitted to acting with the intent to prevent,
hinder, or delay their discovery. Thus, Vigil-Medina’s actions clearly
obstructed the execution of justice as defined by § 1101, and his 1999
conviction satisfied the elements for his current conviction and sen-
tence under § 1326(b). Accordingly, we affirm Vigil-Medina’s con-
viction and sentence. We dispense with oral argument because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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