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Paramjit Kaur, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of a Board
of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) order denying her motion to reopen. Our
jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the

denial of a motion to reopen, and review de novo claims of due process violations,
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including claims of ineffective assistance of counsel. [turribarria v. INS, 321 F.3d
889, 894 (9th Cir. 2003). We deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for
review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Kaur’s motion to reopen
based on ineffective assistance where Kaur failed to establish prejudice arising
from any alleged ineffective assistance from her three former attorneys. See
Tturribarria, 321 F.3d at 897-903; Lara-Torres v. Ashcroft, 383 F.3d 968, 973-976
(9th Cir. 2004) (amended by 404 F.3d 1105 (9th Cir. 2005)) (to prevail on an
ineffective assistance of counsel claim, petitioner must demonstrate prejudice
resulting from the ineffective assistance).

Kaur failed to exhaust her contention regarding waiver of the right to
counsel. See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004).

In light of this disposition, we do not reach Kaur’s remaining contentions.
See Mendez-Alcaraz v. Gonzales, 464 F.3d 842, 844 (9th Cir. 2006).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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