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Before:  THOMAS, SILVERMAN, and CLIFTON, Circuit Judges.

Salvador Sandoval Ramirez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to

reopen.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for abuse of

discretion the denial of motion to reopen and review de novo questions of law and
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constitutional claims.  Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir.

2005).  We deny the petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Sandoval Ramirez’s motion

to reopen as untimely where he filed the motion more than three years after the

final order of removal.  See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(2).  Contrary to Sandoval

Ramirez’s contention that he may seek reopening at any time to apply for relief

under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”), the time limit set forth in 8 C.F.R.

§ 1003.2(c)(2) applies to motions to reopen requesting CAT relief.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in concluding that Sandoval Ramirez

failed to establish the due diligence required for equitable tolling of the filing

deadline, see Iturribarria v. INS, 321 F.3d 889, 897 (9th Cir. 2003), or changed

circumstances in Mexico, see 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(3)(ii).  His contentions that the

filing deadline should be tolled based on his psychological state and the

government’s failure to notify him of the filing deadline are unavailing.

In light of our disposition, we need not reach Sandoval Ramirez’s remaining

contentions.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


