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Jose Contreras-Rangel appeals his criminal convictions for conspiring to

harbor illegal aliens and harboring illegal aliens.  We affirm.  Because the parties

are familiar with the history of this case, we need not recount it here. 

Contreras-Rangel argues that the district court erred by admitting hearsay

testimony and violating his rights under the Confrontation Clause.  However, prior

to trial, Contreras-Rangel and the government entered a joint stipulation allowing

for the use of the testimony.  

The district court did not abuse its discretion by admitting the third-party

statement under the stipulation.  Contreras-Rangel engaged in a lengthy colloquy

with the magistrate judge where he made clear that he entered the Joint Stipulation

voluntarily.  See United States v. Molina, 596 F.3d 1166, 1169 (9th Cir. 2010)

(holding that stipulations will be enforced unless one of the parties’ consent was

involuntary or uninformed).  The plain language of the Joint Stipulation made the

third-party statement admissible.  As a result, the district court did not abuse its

discretion by admitting the statement under the Joint Stipulation.

Nor did the district court violate Contreras-Rangel’s confrontation rights. 

Contreras-Rangel knowingly and voluntarily waived his confrontation rights as to

statements made by the material witnesses.  If a defendant stipulates to the use of a

statement against him, the defendant waives his right to confront the person
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making the statement.  United States v. Gamba, 541 F.3d 895, 900 (9th Cir. 2008)

(citing Wilson v. Gray, 345 F.2d 282, 286 (9th Cir. 1965)). 

AFFIRMED.


