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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Evans O lbe, a citizen of Nigeria, appeals fromthe district
court’s order dismssing his 28 U S.C. 8§ 2241 (1994) petition for
| ack of subject matter jurisdiction. The petition sought review of
a 1992 final order of deportation issued by the Board of |Imm
igration Appeals (Board) and of the Board’ s 1999 order denying
I be’s notion to reopen. The district court dism ssed the petition
because § 242(g) of the Imm gration and Nationality Act, 8 U S.C A
8§ 1252(g) (West 1999), renoved jurisdiction of the federal courts
over final orders of deportation. Ibe filed atinmely notice of ap-
peal. |Ibe has also filed in this court a notion for the prepara-
tion of transcripts at governnment expense.

An al i en detained under a final order of deportation may seek
review of issues of pure lawthrough a petition filed under § 2241.

See Bowin v. INS, 194 F.3d 483 (4th Gr. 1999). Neverthel ess, |be

has failed to raise in his petition any issues of pure |aw over
which the district court had jurisdiction. W affirmthe district
court’s order for that reason. W deny Ibe’'s notion for prepara-
tion of a transcript at governnent expense. A transcript of Ibe's
deportation proceedings is in the adm nistrative record, and that
record is before the court. W dispense with oral argunent because

the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-



terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.
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