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MEMORANDUM*

On Petitions for Review of Orders of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted October 19, 2010**  

Before: O’SCANNLAIN, TALLMAN, and BEA, Circuit Judges.

In these consolidated petitions, Armando Alvarez-Corona and his family,

natives and citizens of Mexico, seek review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’

(“BIA”) orders denying their motion to reopen removal proceedings and denying
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their motion to reconsider.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We

review for abuse of discretion the denial of motions to reopen and reconsider, and

review de novo claims of due process violations, including ineffective assistance of

counsel claims.  Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir. 2005). 

We deny the petitions for review.

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

reopen where they failed to establish that ineffective assistance of counsel may

have affected the outcome of their case.  See Rojas-Garcia v. Ashcroft, 339 F.3d

814, 826 (9th Cir. 2003) (to prevail on an ineffective assistance of counsel claim a

petitioner must demonstrate prejudice). 

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

reconsider because the motion failed to identify any error of fact or law in the

BIA’s prior decision denying their motion to reopen.  See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(b)(1);

Socop-Gonzalez v. INS, 272 F.3d 1176, 1180 n.2 (9th Cir. 2001) (en banc).

PETITIONS FOR REVIEW DENIED.

   


