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Jose Camacho Aranda, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to

reopen proceedings.  Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review

for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen.  Najmabadi v. Holder, 597
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08-729012

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

review.

The BIA acted within its discretion in denying Camacho Aranda’s motion to

reopen for lack of evidence demonstrating a prima facie case for relief.  See

8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c); Ordonez v. INS, 345 F.3d 777, 785 (9th Cir. 2003) (holding

that a motion to reopen must establish a prima facie case demonstrating “a

reasonable likelihood that the statutory requirements for relief have been

satisfied”); see also Delgado-Ortiz v. Holder, 600 F.3d 1148, 1151-52 (9th Cir.

2010) (rejecting as a particular social group “returning Mexicans from the United

States”). 

We lack jurisdiction to review Aranda’s contentions regarding the BIA’s

November 30, 2007, order because this petition is not timely as to that order.  See

Singh v. INS, 315 F.3d 1186, 1188 (9th Cir. 2003).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.


