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Peter Chinezie Adienereonwmu (“Adienmereonw”) appeals the
district court’s dism ssal, wthout prejudice as to his conplaints
about deportation proceedings, and with prejudice regarding his
conplaints about the denial of bond, of his 28 US C § 2241

Petition for Wit of Habeas Corpus by a Person in Federal Custody.

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



W af firmthe judgnent of the district court for the foll owi ng reasons:

1. We agree with the district court’s reasoning and anal ysi s
set forth in its Order.

2. Al t hough he argues that he is not a renovable alien,
Adi erer eonwu concedes t hat agency proceedings in his case are still
ongoi ng. Further, neither Adi enereonwu nor the governnent nade any
show ng that the Bureau of Imm gration and Custons Enforcenent has
i ssued an order of renoval regarding Petitioner. “[A] court may
review a final order of renpval only if the alien has exhausted al
his admnistrative renedies.” 8 U S C 8§ 1252(d)(1). Thus,
Adi emrer eonwu has not exhausted his adm nistrative renedi es, serving

as ajurisdictional bar tothis Court’s consideration of the issue.

Wang v. Ashcroft, 260 F.3d 448, 452-53 (5th Cr. 2001) (“An alien
fails to exhaust his admnistrative renedies with respect to an
i ssue when the issue is not raised inthe first instance before the
[ Bureau of Inm gration Appeals] — either on direct appeal or in a
motion to reopen.”) (“Because it is statutorily nmandated, an
alien s failure to exhaust his adm nistrative renedi es serves as a
jurisdictional bar to [a court’s] consideration of the issue.”);

Goonsuwan v. Ashcroft, 252 F.3d 383, 390 (5th Cr. 2001) (“Wen a

petitioner seeks to raise a claimnot presented to the BI A and the
claimis one that the BI A has adequate nechani sns to address and
remedy, the petitioner nust raise the issue in a notion to reopen

prior to resorting to review by the courts.”)



3. Adi emereonwu al so contends that his being held w thout
bond during the pendency of his renoval proceedi ngs viol ates due

process. This argunent |acks nerit. See Denpre v. Kim 538 U S.

510, 531 (2003) (“Detention during renoval proceedings is a
constitutionally perm ssible part of that process.”).
For the stated reasons, the district court’s judgnment is

AFFI RVED.



