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Amir Ali petitions for review of the Board of Immgration
Appeal s’ (BIA) denial of his notion to reopen inmmgration
proceedings. Ali contends that the BI A abused its discretion in
denying his notion to reopen, which raised the claimthat counsel
was ineffective for failing to request voluntary departure on his
behalf. Ali has abandoned the remaining ineffective-assistance
clains raised in his notion to reopen by failing to argue themin

his petition for review See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222,

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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224-25 (5th Gr. 1993); Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 833

(5th Gr. 2003).
We review the denial of a notion to reopen under “a highly

def erenti al abuse-of-discretion standard.” Zhao v. Gonzal es,

404 F.3d 295, 303 (5th Cr. 2005). Qur review of constitutional

chal l enges is de novo. Altam rano-Lopez v. Gonzales, 435 F. 3d

547, 549 (5th Cr. 2006). Likew se, we review de novo the BIA s

| egal conclusions. Singh v. Gonzales, 436 F.3d 484, 487 (5th

Cr. 2006).
““ITlhe failure to receive relief that is purely
discretionary in nature does not anpunt to a deprivation of a

liberty interest.’”” Assaad v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 471, 475 (5th

Cir. 2004) (citations omtted). A request for voluntary

departure is a request for discretionary relief. Eyoumyv. [|NS,

125 F. 3d 889, 891 (5th Gr. 1997). Even if Ali had a
constitutional right to effective assistance of counsel during
the inm gration proceedi ngs, he had no due process right to

ef fective assistance of counsel in pursuit of discretionary

relief. Qutierrez-Mrales v. Homan, 461 F.3d 605, 609 (5th Cr

2006); Mreles-Valdez v. Ashcroft, 349 F.3d 213, 219 (5th Cr

2003). Ali’s argunent that his case is distinguishable from
Assaad because he “was unable to even request the relief” is

unavailing. Cf. Qutierrez-Mrales, 461 F.3d at 609-10 (hol di ng

that alien has no due process right to effective assistance of

counsel in seeking to present waiver application--purely
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discretionary relief--to the Immgration Judge or the BIA on its
merits).

The petition for review is DEN ED.



