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Sara Azhdarol dini petitions for review of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals’ (BIA s) denial of her notion to reconsider
t he deci sion denying her notion to reopen an in absentia renoval
proceedi ng. Azhdarol di ni argues her notion for reconsideration
shoul d have been granted because (1) it was inproper for the Bl A
to sinply adopt the immgration judge’'s decision denying her
nmotion to reopen w thout nmaking its own independent judgnment
regarding the nerits and (2) the BIA's decision was deci ded by

only a one-nenber panel. W deemthese argunents neritless

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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because the BI A's i ndependent review does not preclude it from
adopting or affirmng a decision of the inmmgration judge, where,
as in this case, the BIAis in agreenent with the reasoni ng and

result of the immgration judge’'s decision. See Matter of

Bur bano, 20 | &N Dec. 872, 873-74 (BI A 1994). Mbreover, the

imm gration regul ations authorize a single Bl A nenber to issue a
decision on the nerits of a case affirmng the decision of the
immgration judge. 8 C.F.R 8§ 1003.1(e)(5).

Azhdarol di ni additionally argues that there was sufficient
informati on before the immgration judge fromwhich a finding
coul d have been nade that she did not receive adequate notice of
her renoval proceeding. The evidence presented to the
immgration judge in the notion to reopen, nanely the counsel’s
letter and her nother’s green card, do not indicate that
Azhdarol di ni did not receive her notice to appear. W hold,

t herefore, that the denial of Azhdaroldini’s notion for
reconsi derati on was not an abuse of discretion because she did
not identify a change in the law, a m sapplication of the |aw, or

an aspect of the case that the Bl A overl ooked. See Zhao v.

Gonzal es, 404 F.3d 295, 301 (5th Gr. 2005).

PETI TI ON DEN ED.



