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Rosario Anton and Mayra Dolores Martinez Leal, natives and citizens of
Mexico, petition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) denial
of their motion to reopen removal proceedings. We have jurisdiction under
8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the BIA’s denial of a motion
*
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to reopen, Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 986 (9th Cir. 2010), and we deny
the petition for review.
The BIA did not abuse its discretion by denying petitioners’ untimely
motion to reopen based on changed country conditions, where petitioners’ motion
failed to specifically identify any evidence presented to show that conditions in
Mexico had in fact changed from the time of their initial removal hearing. See
8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c); see also Najmabadi, 597 F.3d at 987 (requiring that evidence
of changed country conditions “be ‘qualitatively different’ from the evidence
presented at the previous hearing”) (citation omitted). We reject petitioners’
contentions that the BIA applied the incorrect legal standard and/or failed to
adequately review the evidence. See Najmabadi, 597 F.3d at 990-91 (BIA
adequately considered evidence and sufficiently announced its decision); see also
Shooshtary v. INS, 39 F.3d 1049, 1051 (9th Cir. 1994) (“[T]he preciseness we
require of the Board depends upon the preciseness of the proof offered by the
petitioner.”). Finally, we reject petitioners’ contention that the BIA erred by
failing to make a finding regarding whether petitioners are members of a particular
social group. See Najmabadi, 597 F.3d at 986 (BIA may deny a motion to reopen
on any of at least three separate grounds).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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