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Zuchao He, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the Board
of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to reopen removal
proceedings. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of
discretion the denial of a motion to reopen, and we review de novo questions of
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law. Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir. 2005). We deny the
petition for review.
The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying the motion to reopen based
on ineffective assistance of counsel, where He failed to show prejudice. See
Maravilla Maravilla v. Ashcroft, 381 F.3d 855, 858 (9th Cir. 2004) (to establish
prejudice for an ineffective assistance of counsel claim, an alien must demonstrate
that counsel’s performance may have affected the outcome of the proceedings).
The BIA also did not abuse its discretion in denying He’s motion to reopen
based on changed country conditions as untimely, where he failed to establish
materially changed conditions to qualify for the regulatory exception to the filing
deadline. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(3)(ii); Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983,
987-89 (9th Cir. 2010) (new evidence must be “qualitatively different” to warrant
reopening). Contrary to He’s contentions, the BIA did not improperly evaluate the
evidence submitted with his motion to reopen. See Bhasin v. Gonzales, 423 F.3d
977, 984 (9th Cir. 2005) (An applicant must demonstrate that the new evidence,
when considered together with the evidence presented at the original hearing,
would establish prima facie eligibility for the relief sought).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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