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PER CURIAM:

ElIvin Arturo Valladares-Bonilla, a native and citizen
of Honduras, was convicted of one count of illegal reentry of a
deported alien in violation of 8 U.S.C. § 1326(a)(2) (2006). He
was sentenced to a term of time served and one vyear of
supervised release.

Prior to trial, Valladares-Bonilla sought to advance a
defense of justification, asserting that he returned illegally
to the United States In order to escape enemies iIn Honduras who
sought to kill him for reasons that were not justified. In
response to Valladares-Bonilla’s pretrial proffer, the
Government Tfiled a motion 1n limine to prohibit evidence at
trial regarding the justification defense. Valladares-Bonilla’s
sole contention on appeal is that the district court erred 1in
granting the Government’s motion in limine to prohibit him from
advancing a defense of justification. We have thoroughly
reviewed the vrecord and conclude that the district court
properly granted the motion in limine because Valladares-Bonilla

failed to meet the four-prong test set forth in United States v.

Crittendon, 883 F.2d 326, 330 (4th Cir. 1989), for establishing
entitlement to a justification defense. Specifically, we agree
with the district court’s finding that Valladares-Bonilla, who
paid a “coyote” to take him through Mexico illegally to the

United States, did not demonstrate that he had no legal
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alternative to both the criminal act and the avoidance of the
threatened harm. 1d.

We accordingly affirm the district court’s judgment.
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



