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Catalina Esthela Ortiz Carrasco, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro
se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying her
motion to reopen. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for

abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen and review de novo
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constitutional claims. Singh v. Ashcroft, 367 F.3d 1182, 1185 (9th Cir. 2004). We
deny the petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Ortiz Carrasco’s motion to
reopen, where the motion was filed more than six years after her final order of
removal, 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(¢c)(2), and Ortiz Carrasco failed to demonstrate prima
facie eligibility for asylum that would invoke the changed country conditions
exception to the filing deadline, see 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(3)(i1); Toufighi v.
Mukasey, 538 F.3d 988, 992, 996-97 (9th Cir. 2008) (news articles did not provide
a link to show that petitioner would be affected by any change in country
conditions discussed in the articles); Zetino v. Holder, 622 F.3d 1007, 1016 (9th
Cir. 2010) (““An alien’s desire to be free from harassment by criminals motivated
by theft or random violence by gang members bears no nexus to a protected
ground.”).

Ortiz Carrasco’s contention that the BIA failed to consider the evidence she
submitted with her motion is not supported by the record. See Cole v. Holder, 659
F.3d 762, 771 (9th Cir. 2011) (the BIA 1is not required to “discuss each piece of
evidence submitted”).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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