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EMVANUEL ST. FLEUR,

Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
vVer sus
M CHAEL CHERTOFF, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURI TY;
ALBERTO R GONZALES, U. S. ATTORNEY GENERAL; BOARD OF | MM GRATI ON
APPEALS MEMBERS; NANCY HOOKS; U.S. BUREAU OF | MM GRATI ON
& CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT; J.P. YOUNG ALLEN POVENM RE,

Respondent s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 2:04-CV-2431

Bef ore REAVLEY, BARKSDALE and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Emmanuel St. Fleur, pro se, appeals fromthe district
court’s dismssal of his 28 U S.C. § 2241 petition for |ack of
jurisdiction and fromthe denial of his notion for
reconsideration. St. Fleur argues that during the proceedi ngs
before the BIA 1) the |IJ and the BIA failed to exam ne
docunentary evidence, 2) federal officials led himto believe

that they would provide himwth the I egal materials he needed to

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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file his brief, and 3) the BIA abused its discretion in refusing
to allow himan extension of tine to file his brief. He asks
this court to remand “the case to the Immgration Court to render
a decision consistent with [his] legitimate claimof Derivative
Citizenship.” St. Fleur’s notice of appeal, dated May 12, 2005,
was not tinely to appeal the district court’s March 3, 2005,
j udgnent dism ssing his habeas petition but was tinely to appeal
the denial of his notion for reconsideration, which we construe
as a notion arising under FED. R CvVv. P. 60(Db).

On May 11, 2005, Congress passed the REAL I D Act, which
“divested federal courts of jurisdiction over § 2241 petitions

attacki ng renoval orders. Rosales v. Bureau of Inmmgration

and Custons Enforcenent, 426 F.3d 733, 736 (5th Gr. 2005),

cert. denied, 126 S. C. 1055 (2006). To the extent that St.

Fl eur chal l enged his detention, the Real 1D Act did not preclude
the district court fromexercising jurisdiction over St. Fleur’s

28 U.S.C. 8§ 2241 petition. See Gul v. Rozos, 163 F. App’ x 317,

318-19 (5th Gr. 2006). St. Fleur was renoved to Haiti during
the district court proceedi ngs, and he does not argue on appeal
his clai mseeking release fromdetention and does not chall enge
the district court’s determnation that it |acked jurisdiction
due to St. Fleur’'s failure to exhaust adm nistrative renedies.
See 8 U S.C. 8 1252(d)(1). St. Fleur also does not raise on
appeal his clains for nonetary damages and seeki ng mandanus
relief. Thus, he has abandoned these issues for purposes of

appeal. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813
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F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). St. Fleur has not denonstrated
that the district court abused its discretion in denying Rule

60(b) relief. See Seven Elves, Inc. v. Eskenazi, 635 F.2d 396,

402 (5th Gir. 1981).

To the extent that St. Fleur challenges his renoval order,
“this court is . . . the exclusive forumfor [St. Fleur’s]
chal l enge.” Rosales, 426 F.3d at 736. On Cctober 15, 2004, this
court dismssed St. Fleur’s prior petition for review of the
Bl A's renoval order, granting the respondent’s notion to dismss

the petition for lack of jurisdiction. St. Fleur v. Ashcroft,

No. 04-60898 (5th Cr. Cct. 15, 2004) (unpublished); see also St.

Fleur v. Gonzales, No. 05-60218 (5th Gr. Apr. 28, 2005)

(unpublished). “Courts have jurisdiction to entertain successive

petitions for reviewonly in limted circunstances.” Qutierrez-

Morales v. Homan, 461 F.3d 605, 608 (5th Gr. 2006). |If St.

Fl eur’ s habeas petition is converted into a petition for review
of the BIA's renoval order, we lack jurisdiction under 8 U S. C
8§ 1252(d)(2) to consider St. Fleur’s successive petition for

review. See Restrepo v. Wnfrey, 162 F. App’ x 311, 313 (5th Cr

2006); see Delvois v. CGonzales, 194 F. App’' x 233, 234 (5th Gr.

2006) .
Accordingly, St. Fleur’s petition for review is D SM SSED

for lack of jurisdiction. The district court’s order denying St.

Fleur’s Rule 60(b) notion seeking relief fromthe court’s

j udgnent di sm ssing his habeas petition is AFFI RVED.



