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 Yenni Simon petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ 

(BIA’s) denial of her motion to reopen removal proceedings.  We have jurisdiction 

under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a), and we review the BIA’s denial of a motion to reopen for 
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abuse of discretion.  See Martinez v. Barr, 941 F.3d 907, 921 (9th Cir. 2019).  We 

deny the petition. 

 Simon argues that her failure to timely file her motion to reopen, filed in 2014, 

is excused because conditions for Christians in Indonesia have sufficiently changed 

since her merits hearing in 2010.  See Chandra v. Holder, 751 F.3d 1034, 1036–37 

(9th Cir. 2014) (explaining “changed conditions exception” to time limitation for 

motion to reopen).  

The evidence that Simon proffered in her motion to reopen, however, is not 

“qualitatively different” from the evidence in the previous hearing.  See Najmabadi 

v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 987 (9th Cir. 2010).  In her merits hearing, Simon filed 

reports and news articles about the mistreatment of Christians in Indonesia, 

including vandalism against churches and refusals by local officials to grant 

Christian groups permission to build permanent structures.  The evidence attached 

to the motion to reopen is largely of the same type: reports and news articles detailing 

discrimination against Christians and refusals by local officials to allow Christian 

churches to operate.  Though Simon’s new evidence shows the same troubling 

situation as her old evidence, the new evidence does not show that from 2010 

through 2014 the treatment of Christians has deteriorated. 

 Though Salim v. Lynch, 831 F.3d 1133, 1138–39 (9th Cir. 2016), found a 

change in conditions for Christians in Indonesia from 2006 to 2013, that case dealt 
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with a different record and a different time period. For example, many of the 

incidents that Simon pointed to in her initial merits hearing occurred in 2008 and 

2009.    In Simon’s case, however, the relevant time period to consider is from 2010 

to 2014. It appears that there was a major change in conditions for Indonesian 

Christians after 2006 but before 2010, which means that conditions could have 

materially changed from 2006 to 2013 but not from 2010 to 2014. 

 As for the alleged discrimination against ethnic Chinese residents, Simon 

points only to personal anecdotes to show changed conditions, which is insufficient 

to show changed conditions in the country as a whole.  See Chandra, 751 F.3d at 

1037 (noting that “the first requirement would prohibit a motion to reopen that relies 

solely on a change in personal circumstances”). 

 PETITION DENIED. 


