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PER CURI AM

Bel ay T. Sebsibe appeals the Board of |mmgration Appeal s’
deni al of his notion to reopen his deportati on proceedings to all ow
him to pursue a suspension of his deportation under 8 U. S C A
§ 1254 (West 1994). W affirm

Motions to reopen are di sfavored and the alien bears a "heavy

burden” to neet the necessary standard of proof. 1.N.S. v. Abudu,

485 U. S. 94, 110 (1988). W reviewthe BIA s denial of a notionto

reopen for an abuse of discretion. Yanez-Popp v. I.N.S., 998 F. 2d

231, 234 (4th Gir. 1993). An abuse of discretion existsonly if the
Bl A' s deci si on was made wi t hout rational explanation, irrationally
departs from established policies, or rests on an inpermssible

basi s, such as ethnic discrimnation. MA._ v. I.N.S., 899 F. 2d 304,

310 (4th GCr. 1990) (en banc). Qur review had found none of these
potentially discrediting factors warranting reversal.

Specifically, Sebsibe's argunents in his brief fail to per-
suade us that the Board abused its discretion. W find that the
Board considered all relevant factors in denying the notion to
reopen and did not rely on invidious discrimnation. Additionally,
we find no departure by the Board fromits established procedures
by not wei ghi ng di scretionary favorabl e factors agai nst unfavor abl e
factors. Sebsibe's remaining clains also fail to show an abuse of
di scretion.

Accordingly, we affirmthe Board's deni al of Sebsibe's notion

to reopen. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and



| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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