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Francisco Moreira, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of

*

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent
except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3.

" The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an
immigration judge’s (“1J”) decision finding him removable and concluding that he
was not eligible for any form of relief from removal, including cancellation of
removal.

Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We dismiss the petition for
review.

The only claim that Moreira makes is that he was denied due process
because the 1J did not advise him of his eligibility for pre-conclusion voluntary
departure. We lack jurisdiction to consider that claim because it was not raised
before the agency. See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004)
(holding that the court lacks jurisdiction to review claims not presented to the
agency). Even construing Moreira’s pro se brief to the BIA liberally, it was
insufficient to alert the BIA that voluntary departure was at issue. See Alvarado v.
Holder, 759 F.3d 1121, 1128 (9th Cir. 2014) (concluding that the court lacked
jurisdiction over an unexhausted claim even after liberally construing the
petitioner’s pro se argument); Tall v. Mukasey, 517 F.3d 1115, 1120 (9th Cir.
2008) (““‘Although [Petitioner] raised a procedural due process claim in his appeal
to the BIA . . . [he] did not give the BIA an opportunity to consider and remedy the
particular procedural errors he raises now.”).

On May 12, 2015, the court granted a stay of removal. The stay of removal
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remains in place until issuance of the mandate.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED.
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