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PER CURI AM

Manady Nabe, a native and citizen of Quinea, petitions for
review of an order of the Board of Immgration Appeals (Board)
denying his notion to reopen. Nabe contends that the Board abused
its discretion in denying the notion because the flaws in the
underlying application for adjustnment of status were caused by

i neffecti ve assi stance of his initial counsel. See Stewart v. |INS,

181 F.3d 587, 595 (4th GCir. 1999) (review ng the Board' s deni al of
notion to reopen for abuse of discretion).

W have reviewed the administrative record and the Board' s
deci sion. W conclude that the Board did not abuse its discretion
in refusing to reopen proceedi ngs upon finding that Nabe failed to
meet the requirenments for filing an ineffective assistance of

counsel claimas set forth in Matter of Lozada, 19 1. & N Dec. 637

(BlA), aff’d, 857 F.2d 10 (1st Gr. 1988). Accordingly, we deny
the petition for review W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |l 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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