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Mohamad Monzer Tensah has petitioned for review of the order
of the Board of Inmmgration Appeals (BIA) dismssing his notion
to reopen. The respondent has noved for summary affirmance in
lieu of filing an appellate brief, for an extension of tine to
file a brief in the event that summary affirmance is denied, and
to strike a portion of Tensah’s brief containing exhibits not
included in the admnnistrative record. The notions to strike and

for summary affirmance are DENIED. The notion for an extension

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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of time to file a brief is DENIED AS UNNECESSARY. The
respondent’s duty to submt an appellate brief is hereby WAl VED.
Tensah contends that he in fact filed a tinely notion to
reopen. He has presented no evidence establishing that he filed
a notionin atinely manner. See 8 CF.R 8§ 1003.2(c)(2).
Tensah does not repeat his assertions, made before the BIA that
he is entitled to relief under the Convention Against Torture,

and any such clains are therefore deened abandoned. See Yohey v.

Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).

Tensah maintains that the BIA erred in denying his notion to
reopen based on his failure to depart voluntarily as ordered by
the immgration judge. The BI A concluded that Tensah was not
entitled to adjustnent of status because he had not voluntarily
departed on the date set forth by the BIAin its original order.
Temsah has not shown that the BIA was incorrect inits
conclusion. See 8 U S.C. 88 1229b, 1229c(d). Tensah al so
asserts that the immgration judge’'s rulings and statenents were
confusing. This court does not review the decisions of the

immgration judge. See Mkhael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th

Cr. 1997).
Tenmsah has not established that the Bl A abused its

discretion in denying his notion to reopen. See INS v. Doherty,

502 U. S. 314, 322 (1992). Consequently, the petition for review
i s DEN ED.



