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Before:  RYMER, McKEOWN, and PAEZ, Circuit Judges.

In these consolidated petitions, Leonardo Galarza Escobar and Diana Lorena

Galarza Escobar, natives and citizens of Colombia, petition for review of the Board
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of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) orders denying their motions to reopen removal

proceedings.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  Reviewing for

abuse of discretion, Iturribarria v. INS, 321 F.3d 889, 894 (9th Cir. 2003), we deny

the petitions for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying petitioners’ motions to

reopen because both motions were filed more than three years after the BIA’s

February 26, 2004, order dismissing the underlying appeal, and failed to qualify for

an exception to the 90-day filing limitation.  See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(2)-(3); see

also Matter of Velarde-Pacheco, 23 I. & N. Dec. 253, 256 (BIA 2002) (motion to

reopen based on pending I-130 visa petition may be granted if, inter alia, the

motion is timely filed); Dela Cruz v. Mukasey, 532 F.3d 946, 949 (9th Cir. 2008)

(per curiam) (pending petition for review does not toll the time limit for filing

motion to reopen with the BIA).

Contrary to petitioners’ contention, Socop-Gonzalez v. INS, 208 F.3d 838

(9th Cir. 2000), does not change the result in this case.

Petitioners’ remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

PETITIONS FOR REVIEW DENIED.


