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Javier Bazaldua, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of an 

order from the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) denying his motion to 
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remand proceedings based on changed country conditions.1 We have jurisdiction 

under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review the BIA’s denial of a motion to remand for 

abuse of discretion, Movsisian v. Ashcroft, 395 F.3d 1095, 1098 (9th Cir. 2005), 

reviewing its “determination of legal questions de novo, and factual findings for 

substantial evidence,” Salim v. Lynch, 831 F.3d 1133, 1137 (9th Cir. 2016). We 

deny the petition. 

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying the motion to remand. 

Bazaldua did not establish that evidence of gang violence and corruption was not 

available at the time of his hearing. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(1) (requiring that 

“evidence . . . was not available and could not have been discovered or presented at 

the former hearing”); Rodriguez v. INS, 841 F.2d 865, 867 (9th Cir. 1987) 

(explaining that the requirements of a motion to reopen and a “redesignat[ed]” 

motion to remand “are for all practical purposes the same”). And substantial 

evidence supports the BIA’s conclusion that Bazaldua had not shown a material 

change in conditions in Mexico since his hearing. See Rodriguez v. Garland, 990 

F.3d 1205, 1207 (9th Cir. 2021) (“Motions to reopen like Petitioner’s require 

evidence that conditions relevant to the petitioner have materially changed in the 

 
1 Bazaldua has not challenged the BIA’s dismissal of his appeal from the 

Immigration Judge’s underlying decision.  
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country of removal since the date of the prior order of removal.”). 

PETITION DENIED.2 

 
2 The temporary stay of removal shall remain in effect until issuance of the 

mandate. The motion for stay of removal is otherwise denied. 


