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In these consolidated petitions for review, Esteban Chavez Amador, a native
and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’
(“BIA”) orders dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) removal
order, and denying his motion to reopen. Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C.
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§ 1252. We review de novo due process claims. Cruz Rendon v. Holder, 603 F.3d
1104, 1109 (9th Cir. 2010). We deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for
review.
Chavez Amador’s claim that the IJ’s denial of a fourth motion for a
continuance to appeal the state court’s denial of post-conviction relief violated his
due process rights lacks merit, where he was afforded a full and fair hearing and he
failed to demonstrate prejudice. See Cruz Rendon, 603 F.3d at 1109 (“In order to
prevail on [a due process] claim, the alien . . . must show prejudice, ‘which means
that the outcome of the proceeding may have been affected by the alleged
violation.’” (citation omitted)).
Chavez Amador has not raised, and has therefore waived, any challenge to
the BIA’s denial of his motion to reopen based on ineffective assistance. See Rizk
v. Holder, 629 F.3d 1083, 1091 n.3 (9th Cir. 2011) (issues not raised in an opening
brief are waived).
Chavez Amador failed to exhaust any challenge to the agency’s
determination that he was removable under 8 U.S.C. § 1227(a)(2)(B)(i) as an alien
convicted of a controlled substance violation. See Tijani v. Holder, 628 F.3d 1071,
1080 (9th Cir. 2010) (the court lacks jurisdiction to consider legal claims not
exhausted in petitioner’s administrative proceedings before the agency). Chavez
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Amador’s conclusory contention that remand is required for a categorical analysis
due to a change in law is unavailing.
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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