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Huiyun Huang, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying her motion to reconsider

the BIA’s order summarily affirming an immigration judge’s (“1J”) order denying
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her application for asylum, withholding of removal and protection under the
Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. §
1252. We review motions to reconsider for abuse of discretion, Cano-Merida v.
INS, 311 F.3d 960, 964 (9th Cir. 2002), and we deny in part and dismiss in part the
petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Huang’s motion to
reconsider because the motion failed to identify any legal or factual errors in the
underlying decision. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(b)(1) (‘A motion to reconsider shall
state the reasons for the motion by specifying the errors of fact or law in the prior
Board decision and shall be supported by pertinent authority.”).

We lack jurisdiction to review Huang’s remaining contentions relating to the
agency’s determination that asylum was time-barred, the State Department
comments, the denial of CAT protection, and alleged due process violations by the
1J and the BIA in summarily affirming the IJ decision because she failed to raise
them to the BIA. See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004)
(exhaustion is mandatory and jurisdictional).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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