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PER CURI AM

| sat ah Mary Conteh, a native and citizen of Sierra Leone,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (“Board”) affirmng the immgration judge’'s decision to
deny her notion to reopen immgration proceedings. W have
reviewed the record and conclude that the Board did not abuse its
di scretion in upholding the denial of Conteh’s notion to reopen.

See 8 C.F.R § 1003.2(a) (2003); INS v. Doherty, 502 U.S. 314,

323-24 (1992). The record reveals that the notice was nailed to
Conteh’s |ast known address and that she failed to keep the
i mm gration court apprised of changes in her address. See 8 U.S. C.
8§ 1252b(a)(1)(F) (1994) (“[T]he alien nust provide the Attorney
General imediately with a witten record of any change of the
alien’s address”); 8 US.C 8§ 1252b(a)(2) (1994)' (“[Written
notice shall not be required under this paragraph if the alien has
failed to provide the address required under subsection

(a)(1)(F)"); Donminguez v. United States Atty. Gen., 284 F.3d 1258,

1260 (11th Gr. 2002). W find no abuse of discretion under these
circunstances. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts

and legal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

Y The Illegal Immigration Reformand I mm grant Responsibility
Act of 1996 (IIRIRA) repealed 8 U.S.C. 88 1252b(a)(1)(F) & (a)(2)
effective April 1, 1997. Nearly identical |anguage now appears in
8 U.S.C. 88 1229(a)(1)(F) & 1229a(5)(b) (1999). Under the IR RA
88 1252b(a)(1)(F) & (a)(2) continue to apply because this case was
in progress before the act was passed.
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before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci sional process.
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