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PER CURI AM

Hannat u Shehu, a native and citizen of Nigeria, petitions this
court for review of an order of the Board of Inm gration Appeals
(Board) affirm ng the decision of the immgration judge (1J), which
found that Shehu's conditional status as a |awful permanent
resi dent was properly term nat ed.

We conclude that the Attorney General has nmet his burden of
establishing that the facts alleged in Shehu' s petition to renove
the conditions are not true and that the petition was properly
denied. 8 U.S.C. § 1186a(c)(3)(D) (2000); 8 C.F.R § 1216.4(d)(2)
(2003). After reviewing the record, we hold that the 1J's finding

of renpvability is supported by substantial evidence. See Mendes

V. INS, 197 F.3d 6, 12-13 (1st Gr. 1999) (1J’'s denial of petition
to renmove conditional status on grounds of fraudulent marriage is
reviewed for substantial evidence).

We reject Shehu s argunent that the Attorney General erred in
allowng her to file a second Form1-751 petition, as we concl ude

that the statute allows the Attorney General sone flexibility in

construing the applicable tine limts. See Matter of Nwokoma, 20 I.

& N. Dec. 899, 902 (BIA 1994). W lack jurisdiction to reviewthe
IJ's denial of a request for voluntary departure, as affirmed by
the Board. 8 U S.C § 1229c(f) (2000).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W grant the

Attorney General’s unopposed notion to strike a portion of the



reply brief. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal argunents are adequately presented in the nmaterials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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