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Petitioners Gilma Cruz-Martinez and her minor son (collectively, 

“Petitioners”), natives and citizens of El Salvador, petition for review of the Board 

of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) decision in 2018 denying Petitioners’ motion to 
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reissue a 2017 BIA decision.  We dismiss the petition for lack of jurisdiction.  

The BIA treated Petitioners’ motion to reissue as a motion for sua sponte 

reopening, and Petitioners do not challenge that aspect of the BIA’s decision.  See 

8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(a) (noting that the BIA may sua sponte “reissue [a] decision to 

correct a defect in service”); cf. Coyt v. Holder, 593 F.3d 902, 904 n.1, 905-08 (9th 

Cir. 2010) (treating a motion to reissue as a motion to reopen for purposes of 

analyzing whether the motion remained pending despite the petitioner’s removal 

from the United States); see also Singh v. Gonzales, 494 F.3d 1170, 1171-72 (9th 

Cir. 2007) (treating petitioner’s request that the BIA “reissue its decision” so he 

“could timely appeal” as a motion to reopen).  Because Petitioners identify no legal 

or constitutional error in the BIA’s refusal to exercise its sua sponte authority to 

reissue its 2017 decision, we lack jurisdiction to consider the petition.  See Lona v. 

Barr, 958 F.3d 1225, 1234 (9th Cir. 2020) (holding that our jurisdiction to review a 

denial of a motion for sua sponte reopening is “constricted to legal or constitutional 

error that is apparent on the face of the BIA’s decision and does not extend to 

speculating whether the BIA might have misunderstood some aspect of its 

discretion”). 

The temporary stay of removal remains in place until the mandate issues. 

The motion for a stay of removal is otherwise denied. 

Petition DISMISSED. 


