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Sylviana Chandra and her husband, natives and citizens of Indonesia,
petition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying
their motion to reopen removal proceedings. We review for abuse of discretion the
denial of a motion to reopen. Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791 (9th Cir.

2005). Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We deny in part and
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dismiss in part the petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying the untimely and number-
barred motion to reopen where petitioners failed to establish prima facie eligibility
for relief. See Bhasin v. Gonzales, 423 F.3d 977, 984 (9th Cir. 2005) (“An
applicant must demonstrate that the new evidence, when considered together with
the evidence presented at the original hearing, would establish prima facie
eligibility for the relief sought.”).

As to sua sponte reopening, we have jurisdiction to review this discretionary
determination only for legal or constitutional error. See Lona v. Barr, 958 F.3d
1225, 1227 (9th Cir. 2020). We find no legal or constitutional error underlying the
BIA’s decision.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.



