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PER CURI AM

Leonardo Servo Medi na- Fer nandez, a. k. a. Leonar do
Fernandez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of
a Final Adm nistrative Renoval Order issued by the Inmgration and
Nat uralization Service (“INS"). Fernandez was found renovable
because he was an alien who was adm tted wi t hout inspection and had
commtted in California an aggravated felony. Fernandez contends
he was not the person alleged to have commtted the aggravated
f el ony. He further alleges he was not properly served wth the
order of renoval. Because we lack jurisdiction, we dismss the
petition for review

Under 8 U.S. C. § 1252(a)(2)(C) (2000), “[n]otw thstanding
any other provision of law, no court shall have jurisdiction to
review any final order of renoval against an alien who is renovabl e
by reason of having commtted a crimnal offense [including an
aggravated felony] . . .” W have noted that “under this section
there is plainly no appellate recourse from a final order of
renoval for an alien who is renovabl e because he has commtted an
of f ense enconpassed by section 1227(a)(2) (A (iii), that is, because

he has commtted an aggravated felony.” Lewis v. INS, 194 F.3d

539, 541 (4th CGr. 1999). W retain jurisdiction to determ ne
whet her the jurisdictional facts precluding review are present in
a particul ar case. ld. at 541-42. The jurisdictional bar is

triggered by a determ nation that a petitioner is an alien who has



been convicted of one of the statutorily enunerated offenses
requiring renmoval . |d. at 542.

Qur reviewis |imted to the admnistrative record. In
addi tion, adm ni strative findings of fact are concl usi ve unl ess any
reasonabl e adjudicator would be conpelled to conclude to the
contrary. See 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(b)(4) (2000).

We find nothing in the record to contradict the finding
that Fernandez is an alien who was adm tted w t hout inspection and
who conmtted an aggravated felony here in the United States.
Thus, we lack jurisdiction to consider this petition for review
We dismss the petition for review. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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