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                     Petitioner,

   v.
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                     Respondent.
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MEMORANDUM*

On Petition for Review of an Order of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

February 21, 2012**  

Before: FERNANDEZ, McKEOWN, and BYBEE, Circuit Judges. 

Bernardo Perfecto-Cornelio, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to

reopen based on ineffective assistance of counsel.  Our jurisdiction is governed by

8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to
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reopen.  Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791 (9th Cir. 2005).  We deny in

part and dismiss in part the petition for review. 

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Perfecto-Cornelio’s motion

to reopen because he presented insufficient evidence to establish prejudice.  See

Rojas-Garcia v. Ashcroft, 339 F.3d 814, 826 (9th Cir. 2003) (to prevail on an

ineffective assistance of counsel claim, petitioner must demonstrate prejudice).

We lack jurisdiction to review Perfecto-Cornelio’s remaining contentions

because he failed to exhaust these issues before the BIA.  Zara v. Ashcroft, 383

F.3d 927, 930-31 (9th Cir. 2004) (“A petitioner cannot satisfy the exhaustion

requirement by making a general challenge to the IJ’s decision, but, rather, must

specify which issues form the basis of the appeal.”)

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.


