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PER CURI AM *

Appel  ant Eyoumis an alien subject to final deportation
order who has been objecting for about 18 nonths to bei ng det ai ned,
initially for failure to post a $15,000 bond. |In a habeas petition
filed before the district court, he contended and still contends in

a bevy of nmotions to this court, that the $15,000 bond was

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



excessive and that he is entitled to be released on his own
recogni zance or a much |esser bond. The district court denied
relief.

Wthout making jurisdictional nountains out of nole
hills! we easily conclude that we lack jurisdiction over both
Eyoum s appeal fromthe district court decision and the “energency
motions” he is filing to obtain release or a lower bond in this
court.

No matter what the scope of jurisdiction under |IRIRA,
Eyoum woul d not be entitled to relief in this court because the
anount of the original bond becane a npot question when his
deportation order becane final and, indeed, was uphel d on appeal by

this court. United States ex rel. Spinella v. Savoretti, 201 F.2d

364 (5th Gr. 1953). W also lack jurisdiction over the District
Director’s January 22, 1997 post-deportation order revoki ng Eyouni s
bond because he failed to appeal that decision to the Bl A and thus

to exhaust his adm nistrati ve renedi es. McCarthy v. WMadi gan, 503

U S. 140, 143 (1992); 8 C.F.R § 242.2(d).

Because we lack appellate jurisdiction over Eyoums
appeal, we also lack jurisdiction to grant the energency relief he
desires, as such relief could only be granted if we had appell ate

jurisdiction of the nerits.

. The jurisdictional hoops set up by the Illegal
Imm gration Reform and Inmgrant Responsibility Act of 1996
(“I'' RIRA”), Public Law No. 104-208, 110 Stat. 3009 (1996), are
tantalizingly broad, but need not be addressed here.
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For these reasons, Eyoumis appeal is D SM SSED and his

energency notions are DEN ED



