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Juan Luis Cano-Villa, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of 

the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an 

immigration judge’s (“IJ”) order denying his motion to reopen removal 

proceedings.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for abuse of 
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discretion the denial of a motion to reopen.  Singh v. Holder, 771 F.3d 647, 650 

(9th Cir. 2014).  We deny the petition for review. 

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Cano-Villa’s motion to 

reopen and administratively close proceedings, where he did not establish prima 

facie eligibility for the underlying relief sought.  See Fernandez v. Gonzales, 439 

F.3d 592, 599 (9th Cir. 2006) (failure to establish a prima facie case for the 

underlying relief sought is one of at least three independent grounds on which the 

BIA can deny a motion to reopen). 

We will not review the IJ’s determination regarding jurisdiction because the 

BIA did not rely on that ground.  See Owino v. Holder, 771 F.3d 527, 531 (9th Cir. 

2014) (court’s review is limited to the BIA’s decision unless the IJ’s opinion is 

expressly adopted (citation omitted)). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


