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IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-60319
Conf er ence Cal endar

MONDAY OSAVWARU OGBEBOR, al so known as Emanuel Duro,

Petitioner,
ver sus

| MM GRATI ON AND NATURALI ZATI ON SERVI CE
Respondent .

Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of I mm gration Appeals
Bl A No. A26 416 581

February 16, 2000
Before EMLIO M GARZA, BENAVIDES, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Monday Osawaru Ogbebor petitions this court for review of an
order of deportation issued by the Inmmgration Judge (“1J”) and
affirmed by the Board of Inmmgration Appeals (“BIA’). The
deportation order was based on Qgbebor’s conviction of fraud or
m suse of entry docunents in violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 1546(a).
Qgbebor argues that the BI A abused its discretion in affirmng
the 1J's denial of his notion for a third continuance to appeal
to the BIA the District Director’s decision on remand denying his

putative wife's petition for alien relative. Ogbebor was granted

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5THCGR R
47.5. 4.
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two continuances while the petition was pending initially before
the District Director, during the appeal to the BIA and on
remand to the District Director to all ow Ogbebor’s putative wfe
to rebut evidence that Ogbebor had a prior undi ssolved marri age.
On remand, the District Director denied the petition for alien
relative again. Because he has not shown that his putative
wfe s petition for alien relative was prima facie approvable or
that he presented good cause to the |IJ for a third conti nuance,
Qgbebor has not shown that the BI A abused its discretion in
affirmng the 1J's denial of his notion for a third continuance

of his deportation proceedings. See Wtter v. INS, 113 F.3d 549,

555 (5th Gr. 1997), petition for cert. filed, 68 U S L. W 3252

(U.S. Sept. 30, 1999)(No. 99-56). (Ogbebor has al so not shown
that he was prejudiced by the denial of a continuance; he has not
shown that the BIAis |likely to reverse the District Director’s
denial of his putative wife’'s petition for alien relative, and he
has conceded his deportability and that he is not entitled to any

relief fromdeportation. See Inre Sibrun, 18 | & N Dec. 354,

356-57 (BI A 1983). Because Qgbebor has not shown that the BIA
abused its discretion in affirmng the 1J's denial of his notion
for a third continuance, QOgbebor’s petition is DEN ED

PETI TI ON FOR REVI EW DENI ED.



