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Apol oni 0 Vel oz-Ram rez pleaded guilty in 1993 to aggravated
assault with a deadly weapon, a firearm He seeks review of the
BIA's renoval order and denial of his waiver-of-renoval and
cancel | ati on-of -renoval applications wunder fornmer 8 U S C 8§
1182(c) and 8 U.S.C. § 1229b.

Under the REAL | D Act, because Vel oz-Ram rez’s 1993 convi ction
was a firearm offense under 8 US C § 1227(a)(2)(C, our

jurisdiction is limted by 8§ 1252(a)(2)(C to review of his

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



constitutional clains and questions of |aw See 8 U S.C 8
1252(a)(2)(D); Hernandez-Castillo v. More, 436 F. 3d 516, 519 (5th
CGir.), cert. denied, __S. C. ____, 2006 W. 849672 (2 Cct. 2006).
W review only the BIA s decision, except to the extent it was
i nfluenced by the 1J’'s decision. See Carbajal-Gonzalez v. INS, 78
F.3d 194, 197 (5th Cr. 1996). Al t hough we review de novo the
BIA's conclusions of law, we defer to its interpretation of
immgration regulations if such interpretation is reasonable.
Her nandez-Castillo, 436 F.3d at 519.

Vel oz-Ramrez first contends the BIA erred in finding him
ineligible for waiver of renoval under fornmer 8 U S.C. 8§ 1182(c).
Vel oz-Ram rez was charged with being renovabl e based on his 1993
conviction, which, in addition to constituting a 8 1227(a)(2)(C
firearm offense, constituted a crinme involving noral turpitude
under 8 1227(a)(2)(A)(i). Because there was a directly conparable
ground of inadm ssibility under 8 U S.C. § 1182(a), Vel oz-Ramrez
was eligible for former 8§ 1182(c) waiver of renovability for his
crime as involving noral turpitude. Nevert hel ess, he was not
simlarly eligible for his crine as a firearmoffense because there
was no such directly conparable inadmssibility ground. Chow v.
INS, 12 F.3d 34, 38 (5th Gr. 1993).

Vel oz-Ramrez next maintains the BIA erred in finding him
ineligible for cancellation of renoval under 8 U S.C. § 1229b(a).

He maintains the BIA erred in retroactively applying the Il egal



| mm gration Reformand | nmm grant Responsibility Act’s “stop-tine”
provision to pretermt his application. As noted, Vel oz-Ramrez’s
1993 conviction was a 8 1227(a)(2)(A) (i) noral-turpitude crine,
which is referred to in 8 US. C. 8§ 1182(a)(2). Therefore, when
Vel oz-Ramrez conmtted the underlying aggravated assault on 1
January 1992, his period of continuous United States residence
term nated pursuant to 8 U S.C. § 1229b(d)(1). At that time, he
had not yet accrued the seven years of continuous United States
residence required for § 1229b(a) cancel | ati on- of - renoval
eligibility. Further, retroactive application of the stop-tine
rule does not violate aliens’ due process rights. See Gonzal ez-
Torres v. INS, 213 F.3d 899, 903 (5th Gr. 2000). Therefore,
Vel oz-Ram rez has again failed to show Bl A error.

DENI ED



