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PER CURI AM *
Luci o Moral es-Carrera chal | enges a final or der of
renmoval issued by the Board of Immgration Appeals (BlIA)

on Septenber 27, 2002. Follow ng an evidentiary hearing, the
immgration judge (I1J) found WMorales-Carrera renovable under
8 US. C 8 1227(a)(2)(A) (i) as an alien who had been convicted of

a crinme involving noral turpitude comnmtted within five years of

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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adm ssion. The BIA sunmarily affirnmed the 1J’ s decision pursuant
to 8 CF.R § 3.1(a)(7)."

Mor al es-Carrera argues that his deferred adjudi cati on was not
a crimnal conviction for inmgration purposes. Mrales-Carrera s

argunent is foreclosed by this court’s decision in Mosa v. INS,

171 F. 3d 994, 1005-06 (5th Gr. 1999).

Moral es-Carrera argues that his conviction for forging proof
of financial responsibility under TeExX. TransP. CobE 8§ 601. 196 (West
1999) was not a crine involving noral turpitude. Forgery and fraud

are crinmes involving noral turpitude. See Jordan v. DeGeorge, 341

U S 223, 232 (1951)(fraud); Balogun v. Ashcroft, 270 F.3d 274,

276, 278-79 (5th Gr. 2001)(forgery). Because the offense involved
forgery and was fraudulent in nature, the IJ did not err in
determ ning that the crine involved noral turpitude.

Mor al es-Carrera argues that the BIA violated his right to due
process by affirmng his appeal wthout opinion pursuant to 8
CFR 8 3.1(a)(7)(ii). After Mrales-Carrera filed his brief,
this court rejected a due process challenge to the “stream ining”
regul ation, holding that the sunmary affirmance procedures do not
vi ol ate due process and do not deprive the court of a basis for

judicial review. Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 832-33 (5th

Gir. 2003).

" The regulation previously cited as 8 CF. R 8§ 3.1 (2002)
can now be found at 8 CF. R 8§ 1003.1 (2003). Because the
parties referred to the 2002 regul ati on, and because the new
regulation is either identical or substantially simlar to the
ol der version, we wll refer to the 2002 regul ati on.
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PETI TI ON FOR REVI EW DENI ED.



