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PER CURI AM

Ri chard Manouana M| andou, a native and citizen of the
Congo, petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inm gration
Appeal s (“Board”) denying his notion for reconsideration and to
reopen the proceedings. W deny the petition for review

W review the Board's denial of a notion to reopen or a
nmotion to reconsider with extrene deference and only for an abuse

of discretion. 8 C.F.R § 1003.2(a) (2003); INS v. Doherty, 502

U S 314, 323-24 (1992); Stewart v. INS, 181 F.3d 587, 595 (4th

Cr. 1999). Such notions are especially disfavored “in a
deportation proceeding, where, as a general matter, every del ay
wor ks to the advant age of the deportable alien who wi shes nerely to
remain in the United States.” Doherty, 502 U. S. at 323.

“A notion to reopen proceedings shall not be granted
unless it appears to the Board that evidence sought to be offered
is material and was not available and could not have been
di scovered or presented at the fornmer hearing.” 8 CFR
§ 1003.2(c)(1) (2003). A motion to reconsider asserts that the

Board nade an error inits earlier decision, Zhao v. United States

Dep’t of Justice, 265 F.3d 83, 90 (2d Cr. 2001), and requires the

movant to specify the error of fact or law in the Board' s prior

decision and be supported by pertinent authority, 8 CF.R



8§ 1003.2(b)(1) (2003). W find the Board did not abuse its
di scretion.”

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review ']
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

PETI T1 ON DENI ED

‘W do not have jurisdiction to review the Board s order
affirmng wi thout opinion the immgration judge' s decision denying
M | andou’ s applications for asylum w thholding from renoval and
wi t hhol di ng under the Convention Against Torture. See 8 U. S C
§ 1252(b)(1) (2000); Stone v. INS, 514 U. S. 386, 394, 405 (1995).
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