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Jose Salinas-Castillo (Salinas) appeals his conviction and
sentence for being illegally present in the United States despite
an outstanding renoval order. Salinas contends that the district
court erred by denying his notion to suppress evidence of his
deportation or to dismss the indictnent. He argues that his
renmoval proceeding violated the Due Process O ause because he was
deni ed adm ni strative or judicial review of his request for
relief under the former 8 U S.C. § 1182(c). Salinas maintains

that under the equities of the case, he would Iikely have

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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obt ai ned the requested relief if review was available. Salinas
concedes that his contention is foreclosed by this court’s case
law, but he raises the claimto preserve it for further review
Because the relief requested by Salinas “is available within
the broad discretion of the Attorney CGeneral, [it] is not a right

protected by due process.” United States v. Lopez-Otiz, 313

F.3d 225, 231 (5th Gr. 2002). The district court did not err by
denying Salinas’s notion to suppress evidence or to dismss his
indictnment. The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED
Salinas also requests that this Court remand the case for
further factual devel opnent related to the validity of his
renmoval order. Salinas notes that prior to his sentencing, this
Court remanded his immgration case to the Board of Immgration
Appeal s (BIA) for consideration of his request for discretionary
relief. However, the BIAreaffirmed its order of renoval and
Salinas failed to file a petition for review of that decision
within the period allowed by 8 U S.C. 8§ 1252(b)(1). Accordingly,
there is no need for further factual devel opnent on this issue.

This nmotion is DEN ED



