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PER CURIAM:

Irina Brigadin, a native and citizen of Moldova, petitions for review of an order of
the Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) denying her motion to reopen as untimely and
numerically barred and declining to reopen sua sponte. We lack jurisdiction to review the
Board’s decision declining to exercise its sua sponte authority to reopen. See Lawrence v.
Lynch, 826 F.3d 198, 206 (4th Cir. 2016); Mosere v. Mukasey, 552 F.3d 397, 400-01 (4th
Cir. 2009). Likewise, we lack jurisdiction to consider Brigadin’s arguments concerning
equitable tolling where she failed to raise them at the administrative level before the Board.
8 U.S.C. § 1252(d)(1); Tiscareno-Garcia v. Holder, 780 F.3d 205, 210 (4th Cir. 2015).
Accordingly, we grant in part the Attorney General’s motion to dismiss the petition for
review.

Next, upon review, we conclude that the Board did not abuse its discretion in
denying Brigadin’s motion to reopen as untimely and numerically barred. See Mosere, 552
F.3d at 400 (reviewing denial of motion to reopen as untimely for abuse of discretion). We
therefore deny the petition for review in part for the reasons stated by the Board. In re
Brigadin (B.l.A. Dec. 20, 2019). 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.

DISMISSED IN PART,
DENIED IN PART



