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Petitioner Jinggui Jiang seeks review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’
("BIA") denial of his appeal from the immigration judge’s denial of his motion to
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reopen. Reviewing for abuse of discretion, Toor v. Lynch, 789 F.3d 1055, 1059
(9th Cir. 2015), we deny the petition.
Although the BIA held that the motion to reopen failed because Petitioner
alleged a change in personal conditions and because Petitioner failed to attach
copies of country reports, the BIA also took administrative notice of the 2004
Country Report and held, in the alternative, that Petitioner had not shown a
material change in country conditions for Christians in China. Substantial
evidence supports the BIA’s alternative determination. See Mutuku v. Holder, 600
F.3d 1210, 1213 (9th Cir. 2010) ("We review factual findings regarding changed
country conditions for substantial evidence."). The BIA found that the recent
reports of persecution of Christians were not materially worse than the description
of persecution of Christians in the 2004 Country Report. We have carefully
reviewed the record on appeal, and we conclude that the record does not compel
the contrary conclusion.
In Chandra v. Holder, 751 F.3d 1034 (9th Cir. 2014), we held that a change
in personal circumstances might well inform a claim of changed country
conditions. However, Chandra does not help Petitioner because substantial
evidence supports the BIA’s finding that country conditions in China have not
materially changed during the relevant time period.
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To the extent that the BIA declined to take administrative notice of the
2005–2008 Country Reports, the BIA did not abuse its discretion because those
reports contained information similar to later reports, which the BIA did consider.
See Castillo-Villagra v. INS, 972 F.2d 1017, 1028 (9th Cir. 1992) (holding that we
review for abuse of discretion the BIA’s decision not to take administrative notice).
Petition DENIED.
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