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Before:  WALLACE, LEAVY, and FISHER, Circuit Judges. 

Felipe Rivera-Beltran, a native and citizen of Mexico, 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 review de novo questions 
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of law.  Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 986 (9th Cir. 2010). We deny the 

petition for review. 

The BIA did not abuse its discretion or violate due process in concluding 

that the new evidence submitted with Rivera-Beltran’s motion did not warrant 

reopening.  Contrary to Rivera-Beltran’s contentions, the BIA’s order indicates 

that it adequately considered the new evidence and sufficiently explained its 

decision.  See id. at 990-91 (“What is required is merely that [the BIA] consider the 

issues raised, and announce its decision in terms sufficient to enable a reviewing 

court to perceive that it has heard and thought and not merely reacted.” (internal 

quotation marks omitted)).  The BIA did not err in failing to specifically address 

Rivera-Beltran’s general statement that he is aware he has made mistakes and has 

“accomplished many changes in [his] life” as evidence of rehabilitation.  See id.   

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


