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 Eva Gloria Guido-Mejia and Angel Alonso Argueta-Guido, natives and 

citizens of El Salvador, petition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ 

(“BIA”) order dismissing their appeal from an immigration judge’s decision 
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denying their motion to reopen removal proceedings conducted in absentia. We 

have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the 

denial of a motion to reopen. Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791 (9th Cir. 

2005).  We deny the petition for review. 

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

reopen for failure to establish “exceptional circumstances” under 8 U.S.C.              

§ 1229a(b)(5)(C)(i) where petitioners’ evidence, including the dentist’s note, does 

not establish that Guido-Mejia’s illness was “serious” as defined by the statute. 

See 8 U.S.C. § 1229a(e)(1); Celis-Castellano v. Ashcroft, 298 F.3d 888, 892 (9th 

Cir. 2002) (BIA did not abuse its discretion in concluding that petitioner’s 

evidence, consisting of a declaration and a medical form, failed to establish that 

his asthma attack constituted “exceptional circumstances”). 

 Petitioners failed to raise, and thus have waived, any challenge to the BIA’s 

determination that they did not submit any supporting documentation for their 

claims for asylum and related relief, nor discuss any changed country conditions to 

warrant reopening to seek such relief. See Rizk v. Holder, 629 F.3d 1083, 1091 n.3 

(9th Cir. 2011) (issues not raised in an opening brief are waived). 

Petitioners’ contentions that the BIA’s decision was insufficient and violated 

their due process rights are unsupported by the record. See Najmabadi v. Holder, 

597 F.3d 983, 990-91 (9th Cir. 2010). 
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 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


