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PER CURIAM:

Mohamad Ichsanul Fikri, a native and citizen of
Indonesia, appeals an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals
(“Board”) dismissing his appeal from the immigration judge’s order
granting him voluntary departure and entering an alternate order of
removal to Indonesia. Specifically, Fikri contends that the Board
erred in upholding the immigration judge’s denial of his motion for
a fourth continuance.

Based on our review of the record, we find that the Board
did not abuse its discretion in upholding the denial of Fikri’s

motion for a continuance. See Onyeme v. INS, 146 F.3d 227, 231

(4th Cir. 1998) (setting forth standard of review). We have also
reviewed Fikri’s claim that the Board rendered its decision in
violation of his rights to due process of law. As Fikri fails to
establish that his rights were “transgressed in such a way as is

likely to impact the results of the proceeding,” Rusu v. INS, 296

F.3d 316, 320-21 (4th Cir. 2002), we find that he is not entitled
to relief on this claim.

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argument would not aid the decisional process.

PETITION DENIED




