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 Tresor Diraison Tene Takounga petitions this court to review the Board of 

Immigration Appeals’ (BIA) denial of his motion to reopen.  We have jurisdiction 

pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a).  The parties’ familiarity with the facts is assumed, 

and they are recounted here only as necessary to provide context.  The relevant 
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standards of review are well-established.  We deny the petition.  

 Petitioner’s previous asylum, withholding of removal, and Convention 

Against Torture claims were denied based on the adverse credibility 

determination of the Immigration Judge (IJ).  Both the BIA and our court upheld 

the IJ’s adverse credibility determination.  Tene Tekounga v. Barr, 797 F. App’x 

329, 329–30 (9th Cir. 2020).  Petitioner also filed a motion to reconsider, which 

was dismissed as untimely.   

 Petitioner then filed a motion to reopen based on changed country 

conditions. To prevail on such a motion following an adverse credibility 

determination, a movant “must either overcome the prior determination or show 

that the new claim is independent of the evidence that was found to be not 

credible.”  Singh v. Garland, 46 F.4th 1117, 1122 (9th Cir. 2022) (quoting Matter 

of F-S-N-, 28 I. & N. Dec. 1, 3 (B.I.A. 2020)).  The BIA denied the motion 

because Petitioner both (1) waived any argument challenging the IJ’s prior 

adverse credibility determination, and (2) failed to show that the new claim was 

independent of the evidence previously found not credible.   

 In his briefing before this court, Petitioner challenges neither of those bases 

for denying the motion to reopen.  Accordingly, we deem any such arguments 

waived.  See Fed. R. App. P. 28(a)(8)(A); Lopez-Vasquez v. Holder, 706 F.3d 

1072, 1079–80 (9th Cir. 2013).  We need not reach Petitioner’s other arguments, 

because his failure to challenge these threshold issues is dispositive of his claim.  

 DENIED.    


