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No. 02-60035
Summary Cal endar

DAVI D VASQUEZ- DE LA O

Petitioner,
vVer sus
JOHN ASHCROFT, ATTORNEY GENERAL,
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Petition for Review of an Order
of the Board of Imm gration Appeals
(A29 769 161)

 September 3, 2002
Bef ore BARKSDALE, DeMOSS, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Davi d Vasquez-De La O (“Vasquez”) has filed a petition for
review of the Board of Inmmigration Appeal’s (BIA' s) order denying
his appeal of an imm gration judge's denial of a notion to reopen
his immgration proceedings. Vasquez argues that the Bl A
erroneously dism ssed his appeal when it concluded that the Legal

Imm gration Famly Equity Act (“LIFE Act”), Pub. L. No. 106-553,

and the LI FE Act amendnents of 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-554, which

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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granted additional tinme for seeking relief from deportation
pursuant to the Nicaraguan Adjustnent and Central American Relief
Act (“NACARA”’), Pub. L. No. 105-100, tit. |1, 111 Stat. 2193,
anended by Pub. L. No. 105-139, 111 Stat. 2644, did not extend
the deadline for Vasquez’s notion to reopen.

After reviewing the admnistrative record, the briefs of the
parties, and applicable statutes and regul ati ons, we concl ude
t hat Vasquez has not shown error in the BIA's determ nation that
Vasquez failed to conply with the tinme period set forth in
NACARA’ s i npl enenting regulations. See 8 CF.R 8§ 3.43(c)(1) and
(2) (2001). Additionally, we find no error in the BIA s
determnation that the LI FE Act Amendnments did not extend the
NACARA deadl i ne for Vasquez, since Vasquez was not subject to the
bar of section 241(a)(5) of the Immgration and Nationality Act,
8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(5). See LIFE Act Amendnent § 1505(a)(1) and
(2). To the extent that Vasquez presents factual and | egal
argunents that were not presented in his appeal to the BIA those
i ssues were not adm nistratively exhausted and this court does

not have jurisdiction to consider such issues. See Wang V.

Ashcroft, 260 F.3d 448, 453 (5th Gr. 2001).

Accordingly, the BIA s decision is AFFI RVED



