
     *  Pursuant to 5th CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined that this
opinion should not be published and is not precedent except under the
limited circumstances set forth in 5th CIR. R. 47.5.4.
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PER CURIAM:*

Jesus Hernandez-Perez (“Hernandez”) appeals his sentence imposed
by the district court pursuant to his guilty plea conviction for
entering the United States without the Attorney General’s consent after
previously having been convicted and deported.  Hernandez contends that
the court’s imposition of a sixteen level increase to his base offense
level under § 2L1.2(b)(1)(A) of the Sentencing Guidelines was based on
an unconstitutionally vague definition of “aggravated felony.” 

Although Hernandez made a written objection to the probation
officer’s recommendation for the sixteen level increase, he withdrew his



2

objection at the sentencing hearing.  The withdrawl of an objection
constitutes the waiver of that objection by the defendant.  See United
States v. Musquiz, 45 F.3d 927, 931 (5th Cir. 1995).  Because “waived
errors are entirely unreviewable,” Hernandez has effectively eliminated
his only claim on appeal.  Id. 

Even if Hernandez had not waived his claim of unconstitutional
vagueness, however, we would review it only for plain error as he did
not raise the issue at his sentencing hearing.  See United States v.
Spires, 79 F.3d 464, 465-66 (5th Cir. 1996).  Under this standard, we
are not able to conclude that Hernandez has shown that a clear or
obvious error affected his substantial rights.  See United States v.
Calverley, 37 F.3d 160, 162-63 (5th Cir. 1994) (en banc).

AFFIRMED.


