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Candan Benturk seeks review of the decision by the Board of Immigration
Appeals (“BIA”) denying his untimely motion to reopen removal proceedings to
allow him to apply for asylum based on changed country conditions in Turkey. 8
C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(3)(ii). We review the BIA’s denial of a motion to reopen for
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abuse of discretion. Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir.
2005).
The BIA found inter alia that Benturk’s claims that country conditions in
Turkey have materially changed are “unduly speculative” and “unsupported by any
personal or objective evidence.” “[I]n the context of a motion to reopen, the BIA
is not required to consider allegations unsupported by affidavits or other
evidentiary material.” Patel v. INS, 741 F.2d 1134, 1137 (9th Cir. 1984).
The BIA did not abuse its discretion in determining that Benturk did not
provide personal or objective evidence in support of his claims. Even taking his
asylum application as an affidavit, Benturk’s claims are speculative and
unsupported by the documentary evidence that he provides, much of which is not
relevant to establishing that he has reason to fear persecution following his return
to Turkey. In sum, Benturk has not provided sufficient evidence to show that
country conditions in Turkey are now such that he has a reasonable fear of future
persecution.
The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Benturk’s motion to reopen,
and Benturk’s petition is therefore DENIED.
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