IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 97-60091
Summary Cal endar

BENJAM N EKENE NEZI ANYA

Petitioner,
vVer sus
| MM GRATI ON AND NATURALI ZATI ON SERVI CE

Respondent .

Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of I mm gration Appeals
A29- 400745

Decenber 31, 1997
Before JOLLY, BENAVI DES, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Benj am n Ekene Nezi anya petitions this court to review an
order of the Board of Immgration Appeals (“BlIA’) dismssing his
appeal seeking reversal of an order of deportation issued agai nst
him The immgration judge issued the order of deportation based
on docunentary evidence show ng that Nezianya had violated his
noni nm grant student status by engagi ng in unauthorized

enpl oynent, in violation of section 241(a)(1)(O (i) of the

Imm gration and Nationality Act, 8 U S.C 8§ 1251(a)(1)(O(i).

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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“An order of deportation . . . shall not be reviewed by any
court if the alien has not exhausted the adm nistrative renedi es
available to himas of right under the immgration |aws and
regulations . . . .” 8 U S C 8§ 1105a(c). As exhaustion of
renmedies is statutorily-mandated, this court |acks subject-matter

jurisdiction to hear any unexhausted argunents. See Rodriqguez V.

INS, 9 F.3d 408, 414 (5th Gr. 1993); Townsend v. INS, 799 F.2d

179, 181 (5th Cir. 1986).

Nezi anya argues that, although he may have been enpl oyed
subsequently, the Immgration and Naturalization Service failed
to prove that he was actually enployed on June 4, 1991, as
charged in the Order to Show Cause. Nezianya further alleges
that he was a mnor on June 4, 1991, and therefore | acked the
capacity to enter into an enforceabl e enpl oynent contract on that
date. Nezianya failed to raise both of these argunents in his
deportation hearing and his appeal to the BIA As Nezi anya
failed to exhaust all of the admnistrative renmedies available to
hi mregardi ng these argunents, we | ack subject-matter
jurisdiction over themand are precluded from considering them

DI SM SSED.



