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 Petitioner Jose Escobar seeks review of the decision of the Board of 

Immigration Appeals (BIA), which denied his motion to reopen. We have 

jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252 and review the denial of a motion to reopen for 
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abuse of discretion, the BIA’s legal conclusions de novo, and factual findings for 

substantial evidence. Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 986 (9th Cir. 2010). We 

deny the petition. 

 The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Escobar’s untimely motion 

to reopen because he failed to establish a prima facie case for relief on his asylum, 

withholding of removal, and Convention Against Torture (CAT) claims. See id. 

For asylum and withholding of removal, Escobar has not shown that he was (or 

will be) persecuted due to “race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular 

social group, or political opinion.” 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(42)(A) (asylum); id. § 

1231(b)(3) (withholding of removal). For his CAT claim, Escobar has not shown 

how the new evidence of additional threats and the killing of the family’s dog 

make it more likely than not that he would be tortured upon his return to 

Honduras.1 See Aguilar-Ramos v. Holder, 594 F.3d 701, 704 (9th Cir. 2010). 

The petition for review is DENIED. 

 
1 We have already denied Escobar’s prior untimely motion to reopen seeking CAT 

relief on a substantially similar record. See Escobar v. Lynch, 648 Fed. App’x 744 

(9th Cir. 2016).  


