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PAULI NE NGOLE,
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,

ver sus
ALBERTO R. GONZALES, U. S. ATTORNEY GENERAL,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:04-CV-2039

Bef ore REAVLEY, JOLLY, and H GEd NBOTHAM GCircuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Paul i ne Ngole, a native and citizen of N geria, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of her 28 U S.C. § 2241 petition.
Ngol e argues that the Board of Imm gration Appeals (BIA) violated
her due process rights by determ ning that she did not neet the

requi renents set forth Matter of Lozada, 19 | & N Dec. 637 (BIA

1988) and, thus, not addressing her |ate appeal fromthe
i mm gration judge’ s order.

The district court denied and dism ssed Ngole s petition,
holding that it |acked authority to review the BI A s deci sion;

that if it had even if had such authority, the scope of judicial

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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reviewwas limted to circunstances not applicable in Ngole's
case; and if the scope of such review were not limted, that
Ngol e was not entitled to habeas relief because “Ngole’s
constitutional due process rights have not been infringed upon
due to ineffective assistance of counsel.”

Ngol e argues and cites evidence to support her argunent that
she nmet the Lozada requirenents and that the BIA erred inits
determ nation that she did not. However, she has not briefed the
question of the district court’s authority to review the cl ains
raised in her 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2241 petition and has i nadequately
bri efed any due-process argunent. |ndeed, the brief contains no
real “argunent” on this issue; rather, it is conposed wholly of
conclusional allegations. Nor does it cite any relevant case

law. See FED. R App. P. 28 (a)(9); United States v. Tonblin, 46

F.3d 1369, 1376 n.13 (5th G r. 1995) (brief must contain a |l ega
argunent that indicates the basis for each contention). Thus,
any appeal abl e i ssues have been abandoned and need not be

addressed by this court. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225

(5th Gr. 1993). Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court

i s AFFI RMVED.



