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Before:   GOODWIN, LEAVY, and CHRISTEN, Circuit Judges. 

  Jose Juan Enriquez-Garcia and Maria De Los Angeles Maldonado-Santana, 

natives and citizens of Mexico, petition pro se for review of the Board of 

Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying their motion to reopen removal 
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proceedings.  Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for 

abuse of discretion the BIA’s denial of a motion to reopen.  Najmabadi v. Holder, 

597 F.3d 983, 986 (9th Cir. 2010).  We deny in part and dismiss in part the 

petition for review.  

  The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying petitioners’ motion to 

reopen because it was untimely and they did not establish materially changed 

circumstances in Mexico as to overcome the time limitation for motions to reopen.  

See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(3)(ii); see also Najmabadi, 597 F.3d at 990 (evidence of 

conditions affecting the population at large lacked materiality).  We reject 

petitioners’ contention that the BIA failed to consider any change in law, relevant 

circumstances, or issues on appeal.  See Najmabadi, 597 F.3d at 990-91 (the BIA 

adequately considered the evidence and sufficiently announced its decision).   

  We lack jurisdiction to review the BIA’s refusal to reopen proceedings sua 

sponte based on petitioners’ potential eligibility for adjustment of status.  See 

Mejia-Hernandez v. Holder, 633 F.3d 818, 823-24 (9th Cir. 2011). 

  We also lack jurisdiction to review any claims petitioners make as to the 

BIA’s denial of administrative closure, see Diaz-Covarrubias v. Mukasey, 551 

F.3d 1114, 1118 (9th Cir. 2009), or that their case warrants prosecutorial 
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discretion, see Vilchiz-Soto v. Holder, 688 F.3d 642, 644 (9th Cir. 2012). 

  Finally, we deny petitioners’ motion to remand.   

  PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part. 


