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The defendant, Luis Enrique Galvan-Aguilar, appeals his conviction for
being a deported alien found in the United States in violation of Title 8, United
States Code, Section 1326(a). The prosecution was based on Galvan-Aguilar’s
removal in September 2011, which was based on reinstatement of an April 2009
expedited removal order under Title 8, United States Code, Section 1225. GalvanAguilar moved to dismiss the indictment on the grounds that his due process rights
had been violated during the previous expedited removal proceedings as he had not
been advised of (and thus he did not waive) his right to counsel. The district court
denied his motion by oral order, stating that United States v. Barajas-Alvarado,
655 F.3d 1077, 1088 (9th Cir. 2011), “controls and is on all fours in this case.”
Galvan-Aguilar subsequently entered a conditional plea of guilty and filed this
appeal.
Galvan-Aguilar contends on appeal, as he did in the district court, that his
due process rights were violated inasmuch as he was not informed of his right to
counsel during the expedited removal proceeding. As the district court correctly
observed, however, and as Galvan-Aguilar all but concedes in his opening brief,
this argument is indeed controlled by Barajas-Alvarado:
Barajas–Alvarado’s claim that he was denied his right to
counsel [in his prior Section 1225 expedited removal
proceeding] is meritless on its face. Barajas-Alvarado
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himself identifies no legal basis for his claim that nonadmitted aliens who have not entered the United States
have a right to representation, and we are aware of no
applicable statute or regulation indicating that such aliens
have any such right . . . . Because non-admitted aliens are
entitled only to whatever process Congress provides,
Barajas–Alvarado’s lack of representation in the removal
proceeding did not constitute a procedural error at all, let
alone a due process violation.
655 F.3d at 1088 (internal citations omitted).1
Galvan-Aguilar further contends (for the first time on appeal) that he was
denied due process specifically because he was not informed of his right to seek
withdrawal of his application for admission as discretionary relief from removal.
Assuming without deciding that this argument was not waived in the district court,
a Ninth Circuit case decided after Galvan-Aguilar filed his opening brief forecloses
this argument as well, as he concedes in his reply brief. See United States v.
Sanchez-Aguilar, 719 F.3d 1108, 1111-12 (9th Cir. 2013) (explaining that the
statute and regulation governing expedited removal set forth the rights to which
non-admitted aliens are entitled, “but the right to be informed of potentially

1

In his opening brief, Galvan-Aguilar “acknowledges that the right to
counsel/due process violation argument appears foreclosed by Barajas-Alvarado,
655 F.3d at 1088, in the context of a § 1225 expedited removal proceeding”, but he
suggests there should be a different result if the Section 1225 expedited removal
proceeding is later used as the basis for a criminal conviction under Section 1326.
This argument is unavailing, however, as that is precisely the context in which
Barajas-Alvarado was decided.
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available avenues of relief from removal is not among them”; thus, the “failure to
inform Sanchez-Aguilar of his ability to request withdrawal of his application for
admission did not violate his due process rights”). While Galvan-Aguilar insists
that Sanchez-Aguilar was “wrongly decided”, it is axiomatic that unless a case is
overruled or becomes “clearly irreconcilable” with a Supreme Court holding, one
panel is bound by the decisions of another panel. See Chambers v. McDaniel, 549
F.3d 1191, 1199 (9th Cir. 2008) (citing Miller v. Gammie, 335 F.3d 889, 900 (9th
Cir. 2003) (en banc)).
In conclusion, the two due process claims that Galvan-Aguilar advances on
appeal are directly negated by binding circuit precedent.
AFFIRMED.
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