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Stoil Todorov petitions for review of the decision of the
Board of Inmm gration Appeals (“BIA”) affirmng the decision of the
immgration judge (“1J”) denying his notion to reopen the renoval

proceedi ngs and to rescind an in absentia order of renoval. Todor-

ov argues that he is entitled to have the renoval proceedings

reopened and the in absentia order rescinded because there is

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this opinion
shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted circum
stances set forth in 5THAOQR R 47.5.4.



obj ective evidence that he did not receive notice of the hearing
date. He contends that the Inmm gration and Naturalization Service
(“I'NS") denied himdue process by rel easing himw thout obtaining
his address. He also asserts that he was m sl ed by the fraudul ent
assertion of an immgration consultant that he was not required to
provi de his address.

Motions to reopen renoval proceedings are not favored. INSv.
Doherty, 502 U. S. 314, 323 (1992). The Attorney General has broad
di scretion to grant or deny such notions, and there is no general
statutory authority for reopeni ng deportation proceedings. 1d. at
322-23. Thus, the denial of a notion to reopen is reviewed only
for abuse of discretion. |[|d. at 323.

Todorov had a statutory duty to provide the Attorney General
with a contact address. 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1229(a)(1)(F)(i). The require-
ment that an alien receive a witten notice of a hearing date is
i napplicable if he fails to do so. 8 U S . C. 8§ 1229a(b)(5)(B)

The record refl ects that Todorov was gi ven oral notice, in the
Bul gari an | anguage, that he was required to provide an address and
of the consequences of failing to do so. Todorov does not dispute
that he failed to provide a specific contact address.

Todorov did not file a tinely notion to have the in absentia

order of renoval set aside and did not show that his failure to
appear was caused by exceptional circunstances beyond his control.
8 U S C 8§ 1229a(b)(5) (O (i). Further, he cannot rely on equitable

estoppel totoll the tinme limtation, because he waited four years



after | earning about the final order of renoval to file a notionto
reopen. Todorov’s due process argunent also fails because his
failure to provide an address is the reason he did not receive no-

tice. See United States v. Estrada-Trochez, 66 F.3d 733, 735-36

(5th Gr. 1995). Todorov was not entitled to have the matter re-
opened, because he failed to establish grounds entitling himto

permanent relief. See Ogbenudia v. INS, 988 F2d 596, 600 (5th Cr

1993) .

The petition for review is DEN ED.



