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Sal vador Rubi o Escobedo- Esperanza, a native and citizen of
Mexi co, petitions for review of the decision of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals (BIA) summarily affirmng the renoval order
of the Immgration Judge (1J). Because the Bl A sunmarily
affirmed without opinion, the 1J's decision is the final agency

determ nation for our review. See Soadj ede v. Ashcroft, 324 F. 3d

830, 832 (5th Gir. 2003).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Escobedo- Esperanza argues that the 1J violated his rights to
due process by not granting hima continuance and by accepting
counsel s proffer rather than hearing Escobedo- Esperanza’s
testinony. Both of these contentions fail because Escobedo-

Esperanza has not shown any error, nmuch |ess any substanti al

prejudice to his case. Anwar v. INS, 116 F.3d 140, 144 (5th Gr.

1997).

Escobedo- Esperanza argues that the BIA erred in affirmng
the 1J's decision without witten opinion. The sunmary review
procedures under 8 C.F. R 8 1003.1(e)(4) are essentially the sane
as those approved by this court in Soadjede, 324 F.3d at 831. In
light of this precedent and Escobedo- Esperanza's failure to show
that his case did not neet the criteria for affirmance w thout
opi nion or that his case was not properly reviewed, his argunent
is wthout nerit.

Escobedo- Esperanza filed petitions for review with respect
to the BIA's denial of his notions to reopen and for
reconsideration. As noted by the respondent, Escobedo-Esperanza
does not nention these notions in his brief and has abandoned any

issues with respect to their denial. Yohey v. Collins, 985 F. 2d

222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993).
Escobedo- Esperanza’s three petitions for review of the BIA s
final orders of renoval are DEN ED

PETI TI ONS DENI ED



