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Fati ma Razi uddi n-Cycl ewal a (“Razi uddin”) petitions for
review of the Board of Imm gration Appeals’ (BIA) dismssal of
her appeal of the Inmm gration Judge’ s denial of her notion to
reopen her deportation proceedings. She argues 1) that the BIA
shoul d have liberally construed her notion and shoul d have
forgiven her failure to serve the Ofice of the District Counsel

and to include the appropriate application for relief and 2) that

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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her situation warranted equitable tolling of the |imtations
period for filing a notion to reopen.
W “wWll defer to the BIA's interpretation of immgration

regulations if the interpretation is reasonable.” Lopez-Gonez v.

Ashcroft, 263 F.3d 442, 444 (5th Cr. 2001). Mdtions to reopen

i mm gration proceedi ngs are disfavored. Lara v. Trom nski, 216

F.3d 487, 496 (5th Gr. 2000). “There is no statutory provision
for reopening; the authority to reopen derives solely from
regul ati ons promul gated by the Attorney General.” 1d. “W
therefore apply a highly deferential abuse of discretion standard
inreviewwng the BIA's denial of a notion to reopen.” |[d.

Razi uddin’s notion to reopen did not include an application
seeki ng a change of status or the docunentation denonstrating her
entitlement to such relief. See 8 CF. R 88 3.2(c)(1),

3.23(b) (1) (1997) (renunbered 8 CF.R 88 1003.2 and 1003. 23(b)).
She did not serve the District Counsel with the notion, and the
INS filed an opposition to the notion. See 8 C.F. R 88 3.2(g)(2)
(1997). The BIA s dism ssal of Raziuddin s appeal of the

| mm gration Judge’s denial of her notion to reopen was not an

abuse of discretion. See Matter of Yewondwosen, 21 | & N Dec.

1025, 1025-26 (1997).
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