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Hae Lee, a native and citizen of Korea, petitions for review of the Board of
Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an immigration

judge’s (“I1J”) removal order, and denying his motion to remand. Our jurisdiction
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The panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without
oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).
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is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. Reviewing questions of law de novo, Vasquez-
Zavala v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 1105, 1107 (9th Cir. 2003), we dismiss in part and
deny in part the petition for review.

We lack jurisdiction to review Lee’s contentions that he was denied due
process by the 1J’s refusal to grant him an additional continuance to obtain counsel
and by his previous removal without prior notice to his former counsel because he
failed to raise these claims before the BIA. See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(d)(1); Barron v.
Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004) (noting that due process challenges
that are “procedural in nature” must be exhausted).

We lack jurisdiction to review Lee’s September 6, 2002, removal order
because this petition for review is not timely as to that order. See Singh v. INS, 315
F.3d 1186, 1188 (9th Cir. 2003).

The BIA properly concluded that Lee was not eligible for cancellation of
removal by virtue of his removal from the United States on September 10, 2004.
See 8 U.S.C. § 1229b.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.
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