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PER CURIAM:*

Meraj Ahmed seeks a petition for review of the Board of

Immigration Appeals’ (BIA) denial of his motion to reopen.  This

court reviews the denial of a motion to reopen for an abuse of

discretion and will not find such abuse of discretion unless the

denial is “capricious, racially invidious, utterly without

foundation in the evidence, or otherwise so aberrational that it

is arbitrary rather than the result of any perceptible rational

approach.”  Pritchett v. INS, 993 F.2d 80, 83 (5th Cir. 1993)

(internal quotation marks and citation omitted).  The BIA may
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deny a motion to reopen if the evidence submitted does not

establish a prima facie claim for relief.  INS v. Doherty, 502

U.S. 314, 323 (1992).

Ahmed sought to reopen his removal proceedings on the

alternative grounds that he did not knowingly waive his right to

apply for withholding of removal and that changed circumstances

in his native country of Pakistan rendered him eligible for

withholding of removal.  

Ahmed does not challenge the BIA’s rejection of his claim

that he did not knowingly waive his right to apply for

withholding of removal.  Accordingly, this issue is abandoned. 

Calderon-Ontiveros v. INS, 809 F.2d 1050, 1052 (5th Cir. 1986). 

Ahmed contends that a remand is required because the BIA’s order

denying the motion to reopen did not address his claim of changed

circumstances in Pakistan.  Our review of the record shows that

this argument is contradicted by the plain wording of the BIA’s

order.  We find that the BIA did not abuse its discretion in

denying the motion to reopen.  Moreover, Ahmed has failed to make

a prima facie showing that he is eligible for withholding of

removal.  Doherty, 502 U.S. at 323.   

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.    


