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PER CURI AM

Almaz Dene Aboye, a native and citizen of Ethiopia,
petitions for review of a decision of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (“Board”) denying her notion to reopen based upon newy
di scovered evidence. W review a denial of a notion to reopen for

abuse of discretion. |INSv. Doherty, 502 U S. 314, 323-24 (1992).

A denial of a notion to reopen nust be reviewed wth extrene
def erence, since inmmgration statutes do not contenpl ate reopeni ng
and t he applicabl e regul ati ons di sfavor notions to reopen. MA. V.
INS, 899 F.2d 304, 308 (4th Cir. 1990) (en banc). The notion
“shall state the new facts that will be proven at a hearing to be
held if the notion is granted and shall be supported by affidavits
or other evidentiary material.” 8 C.F.R § 1003.23(b)(3) (2005).
A notion to reopen will not be granted unless the alien shows that
t he evi dence sought to be offered is material and was not avail abl e
and could not have been discovered or presented at the forner
hearing. 8 C.F.R 8 1003.2(c)(1).

We have recogni zed three i ndependent grounds on which a
nmotion to reopen renoval proceedi ngs may be denied: “(1) the alien
has not established a prinma facie case for the underlying
substantive relief sought; (2) the alien has not introduced
previ ously unavail abl e, materi al evidence; and (3) where relief is
di scretionary, the alien would not be entitled to the discretionary

grant of relief.” Onyene v. INS, 146 F.3d 227, 234 (4th G r. 1998)




(citing NS v. Abudu, 485 U. S. 94, 104-05 (1988)). In adhering to

t he degree of deference given to the agency’s di scretionary review,
we have observed that the decision to deny a notion to reopen “need
only be reasoned, not convincing.” MA., 899 F.2d at 310 (i nternal
guotation marks omtted).

We find the Board did not abuse its discretion in denying
the notion to reopen. The newly di scovered evidence was not sworn
and was short on details. In addition, the letter did not provide
the source of the allegedly corroborative infornmation.

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W
di spense with 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.
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