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PER CURIAM: 

Gjergj and File Pllumaj, natives and citizens of Albania, 

petition for review of an order of the Board of Immigration 

Appeals (Board) denying their third motion to reopen.  We deny 

the petition for review.   

We review the denial of a motion to reopen for abuse of 

discretion.  8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(b) (2016); Mosere v. Mukasey, 552 

F.3d 397, 400 (4th Cir. 2009).  The “denial of a motion to 

reopen is reviewed with extreme deference, given that motions to 

reopen are disfavored because every delay works to the advantage 

of the deportable alien who wishes merely to remain in the 

United States.”  Sadhvani v. Holder, 596 F.3d 180, 182 (4th Cir. 

2009) (internal quotation marks omitted).  The motion “shall 

state the new facts that will be proven at a hearing to be held 

if the motion is granted and shall be supported by affidavits or 

other evidentiary material.”  8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(1) (2016).  

It “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 discovered or presented at the former 

hearing.”  Id.  We will “reverse the denial of such a motion 

only if the [Board] acted arbitrarily, irrationally, or contrary 

to law.”  Prasad v. Holder, 776 F.3d 222, 225 (4th Cir. 2015). 

We have reviewed the record and considered the Petitioners’ 

arguments and conclude that the Board did not abuse its 
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discretion in denying reopening.  Accordingly, we deny the 

petition for review.  We dispense with oral argument because the 

facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the 

materials before this court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

PETITION DENIED 


