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Sandra Bonilla-Jimenez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review
of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing her appeal from an
immigration judge’s order denying her motion to reopen deportation proceedings
conducted in absentia. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review
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for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen. Avagyan v. Holder, 646
F.3d 672, 674 (9th Cir. 2011). We deny the petition for review.
The agency did not abuse its discretion in denying Bonilla-Jimenez’s motion
to reopen, on the ground that her contention that she was confused about the time
of her hearing because she was upset over the death of her boyfriend’s father did
not demonstrate reasonable cause for her failure to appear for her hearing. See
Urbina-Osejo v. INS, 124 F.3d 1314, 1316 (9th Cir. 1997) (alien must show
“reasonable cause” for absence to reopen a deportation hearing held in absentia).
Bonilla-Jimenez’s contention that the agency failed to properly consider her
contentions is not supported by the record. See Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d
983, 990 (9th Cir. 2010) (“What is required is merely that [the agency] consider[s]
the issues raised, and announce[s] its decision in terms sufficient to enable a
reviewing court to perceive that it has heard and thought and not merely reacted.”
(citations and quotation marks omitted)).
In light of this disposition, we do not reach Bonilla-Jimenez’s contentions
regarding eligibility for relief. See Simeonov v. Ashcroft, 371 F.3d 532, 538 (9th
Cir. 2004).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.

2

14-71841

