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In these consolidated petitions for review, Miguel Gomez-Cervantes, a
native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of both an immigration judge’s

(“IJ”) order denying his motion to reopen reasonable fear proceedings, and the
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Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from the 1J’s order.
Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We deny in part and dismiss in
part the petitions for review.

Gomez-Cervantes does not raise in his opening brief, and has therefore
waived, any challenge to the agency’s grounds for denial of his motion to reopen.
See Lopez-Vasquez v. Holder, 706 F.3d 1072, 1079-80 (9th Cir. 2013) (issues not
specifically raised and argued in an opening brief are waived). We do not consider
Gomez-Cervantes’ contentions in his reply brief regarding the motion to reopen.
See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259 (9th Cir. 1996) (“It is well
established in this circuit that [t]he general rule is that appellants cannot raise a
new issue for the first time in their reply briefs.” (citation and internal quotation
marks omitted, alteration in original)).

We lack jurisdiction to consider Gomez-Cervantes’ contentions regarding
whether his reinstatement order is valid, where this petition is not timely as to that
order. See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(1); Ortiz-Alfaro v. Holder, 694 F.3d 955, 958-59
(9th Cir. 2012).

PETITIONS FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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