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Naveed G lani, a native and citizen of Pakistan, petitions
this court for review of the Board of Immgration Appeals’ (BlIA)
decision affirmng the Inmmgration Judge's (IJ) order of renoval.
For the first time in his petition for review, G lani contends
t hat he was deni ed procedural due process because the Notice to
Appear did not specify the time and place at which his renoval
hearing woul d occur as required by 8 U S.C. 8§ 1229(a)(1) (0O (i).

He al so contends that, without a specified tine and place, the

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Notice to Appear was jurisdictionally defective and the defect
was nonwai vabl e.
Because Glani failed to raise these issues before the BIA,

this court lacks jurisdiction to consider them See Wang v.

Ashcroft, 260 F.3d 448, 452-53 (5th Cr. 2001). Further, because
Glani did not contest his renovability before the 1J, he nmay not
argue now that the IJ |acked jurisdiction over the renoval

proceedi ngs. See Sohani_v. Gonzal es, No. 05-60435, 2006 W

2004985 at *1 (5th Cr. July 13, 2006) (citing Qureshi v.

Gonzal es, 442 F.3d 985, 990 (7th Cr. 2006)).

For the first time in his petition for review, Glani also
contends that the National Security Entrance/ Exit Regi stration
Statute (NSEERS) violates the First, Fourth, and Fifth
Amendnents. Specifically, he argues that NSEERS s requirenment
that aliens fromcertain countries register with the Governnent,
in effect, discrimnates on the basis of religion because nobst
registrants fromthose countries are Muslimand this all eged
discrimnatory process results in the renoval of those persons
fromthe United States. G lani also argues that his deportation
is an illegal apprehension that is unfair because it resulted
fromhis registration under NSEERS. Because the BlI A does not
have jurisdiction to decide the constitutionality of acts of

Congress, exhaustion is not required. See Nehne v. INS, 252 F.3d

415, 421 (5th Gir. 2001).
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This court and others have repeatedly uphel d NSEERS s
nationality classification against constitutional attack. See

Ali_v. Gonzales, 440 F.3d 678, 681 n.4 (5th Cr. 2006); Ahned v.

Gonzal es, 447 F.3d 433, 439 (5th Gr. 2006). Further, Gl ani
was found renovabl e after he conceded that he violated the
immgration laws of the United States and not because of his
regi stration under NSEERS. Therefore, Glani’s constitutiona
chal | enge t o NSEERS does not provide a valid basis for granting
his petition for review See Ahned, 447 F.3d at 439-40.
Finally, Glani does not address either of the clains raised
before the BIA nanely, that the Notice to Appear was
i nprovidently issued because it was not signed by an authorized
person or that the IJ erred in denying his notion for voluntary
departure. Therefore, these clains are deened abandoned. See

Soadj ede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 833 (5th Gr. 2003).

Accordingly, Glani’s petition for review is DEN ED



