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Parmjeet Kaur Reehal and her son, natives and citizens of India, petition pro
se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying her
motion to reopen removal proceedings. Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. §

1252. We review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen, Toufighi

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent
except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-3.

Kk

The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



v. Mukasey, 538 F.3d 988, 992 (9th Cir. 2008), and we deny in part and dismiss in
part the petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Reehal’s motion to reopen
because it considered the record and acted within its broad discretion in
determining the evidence was insufficient to warrant reopening given the
immigration judge’s underlying adverse credibility determination. See 8 C.F.R. §
1003.2(c)(1); INS v. Abudu, 485 U.S. 94, 104-05 (1988) (the BIA may deny a
motion to reopen for failure to establish a prima facie case for the underlying relief
sought); Toufighi, 538 F.3d at 996-97 (underlying adverse credibility
determination rendered evidence of changed circumstances immaterial).

We lack jurisdiction to review Reehal’s challenge to the 1J’s underlying
adverse credibility determination. See Toufighi, 538 F.3d at 995.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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