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PER CURIAM:*

Tunde Harry Williams appeals the district court’s

dismissal of his petition for writ of habeas corpus filed pursuant

to 28 U.S.C. § 2241.  In his petition, Williams argued that the INS

deprived him of his right to Fifth Amendment due process by not

reopening his removal proceeding so that he could pursue adjustment

of status under the Legal Immigration and Family Equity (LIFE) Act,
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8 U.S.C. § 1255(i).  He challenged the decisions of the Board of

Immigration Appeals (BIA) denying his motion to reopen his removal

proceeding and also denying his motion to reconsider the BIA’s

denial of his motion to reopen.  Finding no error, we AFFIRM.

The district court correctly concluded that it lacked

jurisdiction for three reasons.  First, Williams seeks review of

the Attorney General’s decision to execute a removal order, review

of which is precluded under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(g).  See Cardoso v.

Reno, 216 F.3d 512, 516-17 (5th Cir. 1999).  Second, because

Williams’s motion to reopen his case was filed untimely, he failed

to exhaust his administrative remedies, which precluded the

district court from exercising jurisdiction over his claims.  See

Enriquez-Alvarado v. Ashcroft, 371 F.3d 246, 248 (5th Cir. 2004).

Finally, because no legal standard exists against which to judge

the BIA’s decision not to exercise its sua sponte authority to

reopen Williams’s removal proceeding and not to reconsider that

decision, the district court lacked jurisdiction to review the

BIA’s discretionary decisions.  See id. at 250; see also Bravo v.

Ashcroft, 341 F.3d 590, 592 (5th Cir. 2003) (“Although federal

courts retain habeas jurisdiction to review statutory and

constitutional claims, there is no jurisdiction to review denials

of discretionary relief.”).

The district court also denied Williams’s alternative

request for a transfer of his case to this court for direct review

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1631.  For the reasons set forth above,
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transfer of this action by the district court would not have been

proper because this case could not have been brought in this court

at the time that it was filed.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1631.

Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is

AFFIRMED.


