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In these consolidated petitions, Gurjinder Singh, a native and citizen of
India, petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) orders

denying his motions to reopen and reconsider. We have jurisdiction under
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8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to
reopen or reconsider, Cano-Merida v. INS, 311 F.3d 960, 964 (9th Cir. 2002), and
we deny the petitions for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Singh’s motion to reopen to
apply for adjustment of status because he did not submit clear and convincing
evidence indicating a strong likelihood that his marriage is bona fide. See Malhi v.
INS, 336 F.3d 989, 994 (9th Cir. 2003); 8 C.F.R. § 204.2(a)(1)(iii)(B).

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Singh’s motion to reconsider
because the motion failed to identify any errors of fact or law in the BIA’s April 7,
2006 order denying his motion to reopen. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(b)(1). Singh has
waived any challenge to the BIA’s conclusion that, construed as a motion to
reopen, the motion was numerically barred. See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d
1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996).

Singh’s remaining contentions are not persuasive.

PETITIONS FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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