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PER CURI AM *

Wil et aw Tenesgen (“Tenesgen”), a citizen of Ethiopia,
petitions for review of an order fromthe Board of Inmgration
Appeals (“BlIA") sunmarily affirmng the immgration judge’s
(“1J") decision to deny his application for asylumor w thhol di ng
of renoval. Tenesgen argues that the Bl A violated his due

process rights by summarily affirmng the decision of the IJ and

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



No. 02-60945
-2

that this court is unable to provide a neaningful review of the
Bl A s decision. The court has held that the summary affirmance
procedures do not violate due process and do not deprive the

court of a basis for judicial review Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324

F.3d 830, 832-33 (5th Cr. 2003).

Tenesgen asserts that the BIA and the | J adopted positions
contrary to the evidence and inproperly based their decisions on
evi dence that was not a part of the record, nanely the existence
of a peace treaty between Ethiopia and Eritrea and the presence
of the peacekeepers in Ethiopia. Assum ng arguendo that the IJ
did take judicial notice of facts concerning current events in
Ethiopia, the IJ may take judicial notice of such “comonly

acknow edged facts.” See R vera-Cruz v. INS, 948 F.2d 962, 966-

67 (5th Cr. 1991).

Finally, Temesgen argues that his due process rights were
vi ol ated when the |J denied his second request for a continuance
to obtain additional materials regarding the present status of
deportation and segregation of individuals with Eritrean
heritage. A review of the record indicates that the denial of
t he second continuance did not constitute an abuse of discretion.

See Howard v. INS, 930 F.2d 432, 436 (5th Gr. 1991).

Accordingly, the petition for review is DEN ED



