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PER CURIAM:

Ginette Sylvie Bilala-Koutsana, a native and citizen of

the Republic of Congo, petitions for review of the Board of

Immigration Appeals’ (“Board”) order dismissing her appeal from the

immigration judge’s decision denying her motion to reopen after she

was ordered removed to the Republic of Congo after in absentia

proceedings.  Bilala-Koutsana claims the Board abused its

discretion in affirming the immigration judge’s denial of the

motion to reopen.  Bilala-Koutsana also contends the Board abused

its discretion in denying her motion to remand for the purpose of

considering her petition for adjustment of status.  We deny the

petition for review.  

We review a denial of a motion to reopen for abuse of

discretion.  INS v. Doherty, 502 U.S. 314, 323-24 (1992); Barry v.

Gonzales, 445 F.3d 741, 744 (4th Cir. 2006).  Denial of a motion to

reopen must be reviewed with extreme deference, since immigration

statutes do not contemplate reopening and the applicable

regulations disfavor such motions.  M.A. v. INS, 899 F.2d 304, 308

(4th Cir. 1990) (en banc).  This court reverses the Board’s denial

of a motion to reopen only if the denial is “arbitrary, capricious,

or contrary to law.”  Barry, 445 F.3d at 745.

We find the Board did not abuse its discretion in finding

Bilala-Koutsana’s reason for not appearing at her hearing was not

exceptional.   
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We also find the Board did not abuse its discretion in

denying the motion to remand.  Bilala-Koutsana did not provide

sufficient evidence of a prima facie showing of the bona fides of

her marriage.   

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review.  We

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions

are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argument would not aid the decisional process. 

PETITION DENIED


