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Marlene Suyapa Velasquez Bonilla, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions
pro se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing
her appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) order denying her motion to reopen
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removal proceedings conducted in absentia. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C.
§ 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen.
Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir. 2005). We deny the
petition for review.
The agency did not abuse its discretion in denying as untimely Velasquez
Bonilla’s motion to reopen alleging exceptional circumstances, where it was not
submitted within 180 days of the IJ’s February 2, 2011, order, see 8 C.F.R.
§ 1003.23(b)(4)(ii) (an alien seeking to reopen and rescind an in absentia removal
order based on exceptional circumstances must file the motion within 180 days),
and she failed to establish that she qualified for equitable tolling of the filing
deadline, see Avagyan v. Holder, 646 F.3d 673, 678-80 (9th Cir. 2011).
Velasquez Bonilla received proper notice of her removal hearing because
she was personally served a Notice to Appear, see 8 U.S.C. § 1229(a); see also
Flores-Chavez v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 1150, 1156 n. 4 (9th Cir. 2004) (“Current law
does not require that the Notice to Appear . . . be in any language other than
English.”), and the hearing notice was mailed to the most recent address she
provided, see 8 U.S.C. §§ 1229(c), 1229a(b)(5)(A).
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Velasquez Bonilla’s contention that, in making its decision, the agency
failed to consider all the relevant factors, is not supported by the record.
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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