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PER CURI AM *

Maria Laura Gonzal ez appeal s the decision of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals (BIA) affirm ng w thout opinion the denial of
her application for cancellation of renoval by the Inmgration
Judge (1J). She argues that the IJ erred in denying her request
for a continuance and that the denial of the continuance viol ated
her due process rights. Because Gonzalez did not raise this
i ssue in her appeal to the BIA, we do not have jurisdiction to
review her challenge of the denial of her request for a

conti nuance. See WAng v. Ashcroft, 260 F.3d 448, 452-53 (5th

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Cr. 2001). Further, because the error was one that was
correctable by the BIA Gonzal ez’ s due process claimis subject
to the exhaustion requirenent and, therefore, we do not have

jurisdiction to review her due process claim See Goonsuwan V.

Ashcroft, 252 F.3d 383, 389-90 (5th Cr. 2001); see also Anwar v.

INS, 116 F.3d 140, 144 & n.4 (5th Cr. 1997).
Gonzal ez al so argues that the 1J erred in denying her
application for cancellation of renpoval based on an erroneous

|l egal interpretation of Faddah v. INS, 553 F.2d 491 (5th Cr.

1977). Because the 1J' s decision ultimately involved the
exercise of discretion, we do not have jurisdiction to reviewit.

See Mreles-Valdez v. Ashcroft, 349 F.2d 213, 216 (5th Cr

2003) .
PETI TI ON DI SM SSED FOR LACK OF JURI SDI CTI ON.



