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for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H- 02-CV- 1537

Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

bi nref una O. Anyah( Anyah) appeals the district court’s deni al
of his 28 U S.C. § 2241 petition challenging his renoval pursuant
to 8 US C 8§ 1229a(a)(5)(A), which authorizes the renoval, in

absentia, of any alien who fails to attend a renoval proceeding

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



after being given notice thereof. He argues that his
constitutional right to due process was violated because he was
det ai ned and ordered renoved w t hout proper notice and w thout the
opportunity to be heard in his renoval proceedi ngs.

Contrary to the Governnent’ s assertions, we have jurisdiction
over Anyah’'s 28 U S.C. 8§ 2241 petition because, as an alien who is
renovable for having commtted an aggravated felony, he is
precluded by 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(a)(2)(C) fromseeking direct judicial
review, and his petition raises questions of |aw only. See
Cal cano-Martinez v. INS, 533 U S. 348, 351-52 (2001); INS V. St
Cyr, 533 U.S. 289, 314 (2001).

The I mmi gration and Naturalization Service (INS) properly sent
the notices of Anyah’s renoval proceeding and hearing to the | ast
address provided by him See 8 U S.C. § 1992(a)(1); United States
v. Estrada-Trochez, 66 F.3d 733, 736 (5th Cr. 1995). Anyah did
not notify the INS of his change of address as required by 8 U S. C
8§ 1305. See Estrada-Trochez, 66 F.3d at 736. Moreover, Anyah has
not denonstrated that he did not receive notice or that his failure
to appear at his renoval hearing was due to “exceptional
circunstances.” See 8 U. S.C. 8§ 1229a(b)(5)(C. Accordingly, we
concl ude that Anyah was not denied due process of |aw and is not
entitled to habeas relief. See Estrada-Trochez, 66 F.3d at 736.

AFFI RVED.



