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 Salvador Morales-Jasso, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review 

of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to remand 

and dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying 

cancellation of removal. Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We 
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  **  The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision 

without oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2). 
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review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to remand. See Romero-Ruiz 

v. Mukasey, 538 F.3d 1057, 1062 (9th Cir. 2008). We deny in part and dismiss in 

part the petition for review. 

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Morales-Jasso’s motion to 

remand to consider voluntary departure where he did not apply for such relief 

before the IJ and did not allege he was not given an opportunity to do so or that 

circumstances had changed. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(1); Najmabadi v. Holder, 

597 F.3d 983, 986 (9th Cir. 2010) (listing grounds on which a motion to reopen 

can be denied). 

We lack jurisdiction to review the agency’s discretionary denial of 

cancellation of removal. See Vilchez v. Holder, 682 F.3d 1195, 1201 (9th Cir. 

2012). 

We also lack jurisdiction to consider Morales-Jasso’s unexhausted 

contention that the IJ failed to inform him of the availability of voluntary 

departure. See Tijani v. Holder, 628 F.3d 1071, 1080 (9th Cir. 2010) (the court 

lacks jurisdiction to consider legal claims not presented in an alien’s proceedings 

before the agency).  

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part. 


