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PER CURI AM

Abiy Aemiro, a native and citizen of Ethiopia, petitions
for review of an order of the Board of Inm gration Appeal s (Board)
denying his notion to reopen its previous order dismssing his
appeal fromthe immgration judge s denial of asylum wthholding
of renoval, and protection under the Convention Agai nst Torture.

We review the denial of a notion to reopen for abuse of

di scretion. 8 CF.R 8 1003.2(a) (2004); INS v. Doherty, 502 U.S.

314, 323-24 (1992); Stewart v. INS, 181 F.3d 587, 595 (4th CGr.

1999). The denial of a notion to reopen nust be reviewed with
extrene deference, since immgration statutes do not contenplate
reopening and the applicable regulations disfavor notions to

reopen. MA v. INS, 899 F.2d 304, 308 (4th Gr. 1990) (en banc).

A notion to reopen “shall state the new facts that wll
be proven at a hearing to be held if the notion is granted and
shall be supported by affidavits or other evidentiary material.”
8 CF.R 8 1003.2(c)(1) (2004). “A notion to reopen proceedi ngs
shall not be granted unless it appears to the Board that evidence
sought to be offered is material and was not avail able and could
not have been di scovered or presented at the fornmer hearing.” 1d.
We have reviewed the adm nistrative record, the inmgration judge’s
deci sion, and the Board s orders and find no abuse of discretion.

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review.



We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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