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 Rajwinder Singh, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the 

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to reconsider.  

We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for abuse of discretion the 

denial of a motion to reconsider or reopen, Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 
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791 (9th Cir. 2005), and we deny the petition for review. 

 The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Singh’s motion to reconsider 

where Singh failed to identify any error of fact or law in the BIA’s prior order.  See 

8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(b)(1) (a motion to reconsider must specify errors of fact or law 

in a prior decision); Ma v. Ashcroft, 361 F.3d 553, 558 (9th Cir. 2004) (discussing 

the standard for a motion to reconsider). 

 In construing Singh’s motion as a motion to reopen, the BIA did not abuse 

its discretion in denying it where Singh failed to demonstrate that the new evidence 

he submitted would likely have changed the outcome of his case.  See Shin v. 

Mukasey, 547 F.3d 1019, 1025 (9th Cir. 2008) (“Aliens who seek to remand or 

reopen proceedings to pursue relief bear a ‘heavy burden’ of proving that, if 

proceedings were reopened, the new evidence would likely change the result in the 

case.” (citation omitted)). 

 We reject Singh’s contention that the BIA failed to construe his motion to 

reconsider as a motion to reopen.   

 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.   


