IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 01-60971
Summary Cal endar

ANGEL RAM REZ- LUGO,

Petitioner,
vVer sus
JOHN ASHCROFT, U.S. ATTORNEY GENERAL,

Respondent .

Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of I mm gration Appeals
BI A No. A90 719 840

~ November 6, 2002
Bef ore BARKSDALE, DEMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Angel Ram rez-Lugo (“Ramrez”) has filed a petition for
review of the Board of Inmmgration Appeals’ (“BlIA’) order denying
his notion to reopen his renoval proceedings. The BIA denied the
noti on because it was prohibited fromconsidering a notion to
reopen or reconsider filed by an alien who has been renoved from
the United States. See 8 CF.R 8§ 3.2(d).

Ram rez argues that 8 CF. R 8§ 3.2(d) is invalid because it

was pronul gated to i nplenent the nowrepealed 8 U S. C

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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8§ 1105a(c)(repealed 1996). Ramrez has failed to show that the
repeal ed statute bore any relationship to the BIA's authority to
consider notions to reopen inmgration proceedings. See |INS
v. Doherty, 502 U S. 314, 322 (1992). W therefore concl ude
that the repeal of 8 U S.C. 8 1105a(c) did not render 8 C F. R
§ 3.2(d) invalid.

To the extent that Ramrez seeks to challenge directly the
Bl A s Novenber 2000 order of renoval, his petition is untinely.
See 8 U S.C. 8 1252(b)(1). Ramrez asserts that we have

jurisdiction under Lara v. Trom nski, 216 F.3d 487, 493 (5th Cr

2000), because his renoval constituted a gross m scarri age of
justice. Hi s reliance on Lara is m splaced because the instant
matter, unlike Lara, does not involve a 28 U.S.C. 8 2241
petition.

For the foregoing reasons, Ramrez' s petition for reviewis

DENI ED.



