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PER CURIAM: YiMia Zheng petitions through counsel for review of an order of the Board
of Immigration Appeals affirming a decision by an immigration judge denying her relief, and
denying her motions to remand or close her proceeding.

Zheng was born in China in 1974, and she entered this country illegally in 1993. She was
apprehended on entry and issued an order to show cause why she should not be deported. She
eventually had a merits hearing before an immigration judge (IJ), who denied her motion for a
continuance and all relief other than voluntary departure. The Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA)
affirmed that decision and denied Zheng’s motions to remand and to administratively close the
proceedings. On appeal, Zheng challenges the denial of relief in the form of protection under the

Convention Against Torture (CAT), as well as the denials of her motions for a continuance, to
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remand, and to administratively close the proceedings. We granted Zheng’s motion for a stay of
removal pending this appeal.

Zheng argues that her request for protection under the CAT was wrongly denied. “Where
the BIA reviews the immigration judge’s decision and issues a separate opinion, rather than
summarily affirming the immigration judge’s decision, we review the BIA’s decision as the final
agency determination.” Khalili v. Holder, 557 F.3d 429, 435 (6th Cir. 2009). The BIA properly
rejected Zheng’s claim under CAT on the ground that prosecution for illegally departing a country
is generally not considered to be persecution. The BIA reasoned that, even if Zheng were removed
to China and government authorities there prosecuted her for illegally leaving her country, Zheng
did not produce any evidence that she would face a different punishment than that faced by others
who violated the same Chinese laws or regulations.

Zheng also argues that the BIA erred in denying her motion to remand. The IJ had rejected
her CAT claim partly because she had not corroborated her story of having left China illegally and
partly because the 1J believed that China’s recent issuance of a passport to Zheng implied that she
had not left illegally. Before the BIA, Zheng moved for a remand to present the missing
corroboration of her illegal exit from China, as well as an affidavit from an expert opining that
issuance of a passport to Zheng did not indicate that she had left China legally. The denial of a
motion to remand is reviewed for an abuse of discretion. Fieran v. INS, 268 F.3d 340, 344 (6th Cir.
2001). No abuse of discretion is apparent in this case, because even if the evidence Zheng supplied
with her motion to remand were considered, she has failed to establish entitlement to relief under

the CAT for the reasons stated above.
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Zheng also argues that the BIA erred in denying her motion to administratively close her
proceedings so that she could become eligible for repapering. Repapering is a procedure involving
the termination of deportation proceedings and the reinstitution of removal proceedings. Aoun v.
INS, 342 F.3d 503, 509 (6th Cir. 2003). Repapering would have benefitted Zheng in this case,
because the issuance of an order to show cause in 1993 prevented her from becoming eligible for
cancellation of removal. If she were placed in removal proceedings, she could hypothetically
become eligible for that relief. We review the denial of a motion for administrative closure for an
abuse of discretion, which is not demonstrated where the respondent opposes the motion, as occurred
in this case. Vahora v. Holder, 626 F.3d 907, 919 (7th Cir. 2010); Garza-Moreno v. Gonzales, 489
F.3d 239, 242-43 (6th Cir. 2007).

Finally, Zheng challenges the 1J’s denial of her motion for a continuance. The denial of a
motion for a continuance is also reviewed for an abuse of discretion. Hernandez v. Holder, 606 F.3d
900, 903 (8th Cir. 2010). Like the petitioner in Hernandez, Zheng sought an indefinite continuance
in the hope that the government would promulgate repapering regulations. /d. at 904. The 1J did not
abuse her discretion in finding no good cause for a continuance under the circumstances.

Accordingly, the petition for review is denied.



