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Vicente Solis-Pinon, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of
the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to remand
and dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s (“1J”’) decision. Our

jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the
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BIA’s denial of a motion to remand. Movsisian v. Ashcroft, 395 F.3d 1095, 1098
(9th Cir. 2005). We review de novo due process claims in immigration
proceedings. Jiang v. Holder, 754 F.3d 733, 738 (9th Cir. 2014). We deny in part
and dismiss in part the petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Solis-Pinon’s motion to
remand to apply for asylum, withholding of removal, and relief under the
Convention Against Torture because he failed to demonstrate prima facie
eligibility for relief. See Lopez-Vasquez v. Holder, 706 F.3d 1072, 1080 (9th Cir.
2013) (“The BIA is entitled to deny a motion to reopen where the applicant fails to
demonstrate prima facie eligibility for the underlying relief.”); see also Romero-
Ruiz v. Mukasey, 538 F.3d 1057, 1063 (9th Cir. 2008) (“The formal requirements
for a motion to reopen and a motion to remand are the same.”).

We lack jurisdiction to consider Solis-Pinon’s contention that he will be
harmed on account of his political opinion. See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674,
677-78 (9th Cir. 2004) (court lacks jurisdiction to review claims not presented to
the agency). To the extent the social groups Solis-Pinon raises in his opening brief
differ from what he raised to the agency, we lack jurisdiction to consider them. /d.

Solis-Pinon’s contentions that the IJ and BIA violated his due process rights
fail. See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring error to

prevail on a due process claim).



We reject Solis-Pinon’s contention that his appeal required review by a
three-member panel of the BIA. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.1(e)(6).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.



