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Alien-spouses Claudia Patricia Medrano-Cruz and Adrian Zavala-Lemus
and their adult son Cesar Israel Zamora-Medrano petition from the Board of

Immigration Appeals’s (“BIA”) decision denying their motion to reopen. We
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review the BIA’s denial of a motion to reopen for abuse of discretion and will
reverse only if its decision is “arbitrary, irrational, or contrary to law.” Singh v.
INS, 295 F.3d 1037, 1039 (9th Cir. 2002). We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8
U.S.C. § 1252(a)(1). We deny the petition for review.
The facts of this case are known to the parties. We do not repeat them.
The BIA did not abuse its discretion by denying the motion to reopen. To
show prejudice, an alien must show “plausible grounds for relief” on the merits.

Serrano v. Gonzales, 469 F.3d 1317, 1319 (9th Cir. 2006). To qualify for

cancellation of removal, an alien must establish, inter alia, “that removal would
result in exceptional and extremely unusual hardship to the alien’s spouse, parent,
or child, who is a citizen of the United States or an alien lawfully admitted for
permanent residence.” 8 U.S.C. § 1229b(b)(1)(D). The petitioners in this case do
not establish, nor does the record support any “exceptional and extremely unusual
hardship” that their citizen-children face, other than the normal hardships
associated with moving, such as changing schools.

Denial of the petitioners’ motion does not violate due process. See Munoz
v. Ashcroft, 339 F.3d 950, 954 (9th Cir. 2003).

DENIED.



