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 Damaris Maybelli Espino-Alarcon and her minor son, natives and citizens of 

Guatemala, petition pro se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ 

(“BIA”) order denying their motion to reopen removal proceedings. We have 
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jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the denial of 

a motion to reopen. Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791 (9th Cir. 2005). 

We deny the petition for review. 

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

reopen as untimely, where it was filed over one year after the final removal order, 

see 8 U.S.C. § 1229a(c)(7)(C)(i) (motion to reopen must be filed within ninety 

days of the final removal order), and petitioners did not show materially changed 

country conditions in Guatemala to qualify for an exception to the filing deadline, 

see 8 U.S.C. § 1229a(c)(7)(C)(ii); Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 989-90 

(9th Cir. 2010) (petitioner’s evidence lacked materiality because “it simply 

recount[ed] generalized conditions” in the country of removal). We reject as 

unsupported by the record petitioners’ claim that the BIA did not engage in a 

meaningful analysis of the evidence. 

 The motion to stay removal is denied as moot. 

 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


