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San Francisco, California

Before: REINHARDT, NOONAN, and CALLAHAN, Circuit Judges.

Mersen Georgievich Maryanyan, his wife Marina Nikolayevna Maryanyan,

and their children Aleksandra Mersenovna Maryanyan and Narina Mersenovna

Maryanyan (“Petitioners”), Soviet Union natives and Russian citizens, appeal the

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) denial of their motions to reopen and

reconsider.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We deny the petitions.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying the motion to reopen as it

was untimely, see 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(2), and Petitioners failed to establish

changed country conditions.  See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(3)(ii); Mohammed v.

Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791–92 (9th Cir. 2005); Toufighi v. Mukasey, 538 F.3d

988, 996 (9th Cir. 2008).  Also, Petitioners’ due process claim fails as counsel’s

filing a single petition for the family did not constitute ineffective assistance of

counsel.  See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir. 2000).

Further, the BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying the reconsideration

motion because the motion failed to identify any error of fact or law in the BIA’s

prior decision.  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 DENIED.
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