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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Enwelim Mekea ("Mekea") petitions for review of an order of the
Board of Immigration Appeals ("the Board") dismissing his appesl.
For the reasons set forth bel ow, we affirm.

Mekeais acitizen of Nigeria. On September 23, 1992, Mekea pled
guilty to two separate counts of misuse of a credit card. Thefirst
count concerned Mekea's use of another person's credit card to pur-
chase awatch at a department store. The offense underlying the sec-
ond count occurred within afew days of the first. That offense
involved Mekea using a different credit card, also not his, to rent a
car. Based on these convictions, the Immigration and Naturalization
Service ingtituted deportation hearings pursuant to section
241(a)(2)(A)(ii) of the Immigration and Naturalization Act ("INA"),
which provides for the deportation of aliens who are convicted of two
or more crimes involving moral turpitude.

At his deportation hearing, Mekea contended that he was not
deportable because his crimes occurred within a single scheme of
crimina conduct. The Immigration Judge ("1J"), however, found that
Mekea had committed two separate offenses which were not part of
asingle scheme and, thus, Mekea was deportable under section
241(a)(2)(A)(ii) of the INA.

Mekea appealed the | J's decision to the Board, contending that the
crimes for which he was convicted arose out of a single scheme of
criminal misconduct. The Board dismissed the appeal, concluding that
the 1J properly found that M ekea was convicted of two crimes of
moral turpitude not arising out of a single scheme.
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Section 241(a)(2)(A)(ii) of the INA states that:

Any alien who at any time after entry is convicted of two

or more crimes involving moral turpitude, not arising out of
asingle scheme of criminal misconduct, regardless of
whether confined therefor and regardless of whether the
convictionswerein asingletrial, is deportable.

8 U.S.C.A. § 1251(a)(2)(A)(ii) (West 1995). On appeal, Mekea
claimsthat the Board's interpretation and application of the statutory
language "not arising out of single scheme of criminal misconduct,"
Was erroneous.

The Board of Immigration Appeals has interpreted the phrase "sin-
gle scheme of criminal misconduct” as follows:

when an alien has performed an act which, in and of itself,
congtitutes a complete, individual and distinct crime then he
becomes deportable when he again commits such an act,
provided heis convicted of both. The fact that one may fol-
low the other closely, even immediately, in point of timeis
of no moment. Equally immaterial is the fact that they may
be similar in character, or that each distinct and separate
crimeisapart of an overall plan of criminal misconduct.

InreD, 51 & N Dec. 728, 729 (BIA 1954). The Board reaffirmed

its adherenceto Inre D, in In re Adetiba, Interim Decision 3177,

1992 WL 195812 (BIA May 22, 1992)). We have previously con-
cluded that this interpretation of the statute by the Board is reasonable
and must be followed. Akindemowo v. INS, 61 F.3d 282, 286 (4th Cir.
1995).

Thus, applying the Board's interpretation to the facts of Mekea's
case, it isclear that his crimes did not arise out a single scheme of
criminal misconduct. Mekea's offenses occurred on two separate
days. During each offense he was using a different credit card. Fur-
ther, the offenses took place at two different businesses.

Accordingly, we affirm the Board's order. We dispense with argu-
ment because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented

3



in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the deci-
sional process.

AFFIRMED



