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PER CURI AM *

Raul Segovia-Plata (Segovia) filed a 28 U S.C. § 2241
petition chall engi ng decisions of the Board of |Inmm gration
Appeals (BIA) affirmng the Immgration Judge’s determ nation
that he is not eligible for relief fromcancellation under forner
8§ 212(c) of the Immgration and Nationality Act and denying his
nmotion to reopen the proceedings. The United States District
Court for the Southern District of Texas transferred Segovia’'s

§ 2241 petition to this court. See Jama v. Gonzales, 431 F.3d

230, 232 (5th Cr. 2005); Rosales v. Bureau of Inmmggration and

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Custons Enforcenent, 426 F.3d 733, 736 (5th Gr. 2005), cert.

denied, 126 S. . 1055 (2006).

Segovi a argues that he is not subject to renpval because the
definition of “conviction” in the Illegal Inmmgration Reform and
| mm grant Responsibility Act (I RIRA) cannot constitutionally be
applied to his deferred adjudication. Segovia's deferred
adjudication falls clearly under the Il RIRA's definition of
conviction, and the application of that definition does not

violate his constitutional rights. See Mdriz-Al varado V.

Ashcroft, 383 F.3d 321, 330 (5th Cr. 2004); Mwosa v. Inmmgration

and Naturalization Service, 171 F.3d 994, 1001-02 (5th Cr.

1999); 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(48)(A).

Segovia’'s alternative argunent that he is eligible for
8§ 212(c) relief fromrenoval under 8 CF. R 8§ 1003.44(b) is
unavai l i ng because Segovia was convicted of an aggravated fel ony,
as that termwas defined when his request for § 212(c) relief

was adj udi cated. Sal azar-Regino v. Trom nski, 415 F.3d 436,

447 (5th Gr. 2005), petition for cert. filed (Dec. 22, 2005)

(No. 05-830); 8 C.F.R § 1003. 44(c).

Segovi a’s second alternative argunent that his offense for
si npl e possession, which was only a m sdeneanor under federal
law, is not a “drug-trafficking” crime, and, therefore, not an
aggravated felony under 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(43) or 18 U.S.C
8§ 924(c) is also unavailing. Segovia' s contention that the

retroactive application of this court’s interpretation of
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8§ 1101(a)(43)(B) in United States v. Hernandez-Aval os, 251 F. 3d

505 (5th Gr. 2001), to define his state-court offense as a drug
trafficking offense violates the Ex Post Facto, Due Process, and
Equal Protection C auses was squarely rejected by this court in

Sal azar-Reqgi no, 415 F. 3d at 448-49, 451-52. One panel of this

court may not overrule another. See id. at 448; WIllians V.

Blazer Fin. Servs., Inc., 598 F.2d 1371, 1374 (5th Cr. 1979).

This court has also rejected Segovia s argunent that the
deportation, resulting exile, and pernmanent separation from an
aliens famly violates the International Covenant on GCvil and
Political Rights (I CCPR), the Convention on the Rights of the

Child (CRC), and the Universal Declaration of Human Ri ghts

(UDHR). See Martinez-Lopez v. Gonzales, 454 F.3d 502-03 (5th
Cr. 2006).

Accordingly, Segovia's petition for review is DEN ED.



