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Hol ger Patricio Pacheco-Vasquez (Pacheco) seeks review of an
order of the Board of Immgration Appeals (BIA) that denied his
notion to reopen deportation proceedings. In May 1990 an
| mm gration Judge (1J) determ ned that Pacheco was deportabl e.

I n Novenber 2005 Pacheco filed his third notion to reopen, after
his two prior notions to reopen were denied. In the BIA ruling
that is at issue in the instant petition for review, the Bl A
deni ed Pacheco’s third notion to reopen as untinely and

numerically barred pursuant to 8 CF. R 8 1003.2(c)(2). Pacheco

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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argues, inter alia, that the BIA erred when it determ ned that
his notion to reopen was untinely and nunerically barred.

Pacheco’s third notion to reopen, filed in Novenber 2005,
was filed nore than 15 years after his deportation order and
al nost a decade after Septenber 30, 1996. Hi s notion was

therefore untinmely. See 8§ 1003.2(c)(2); Mtter of Gool charan,

23 1. & N Dec. 5 (BIA 2001). Additionally, as Pacheco had
previously filed two notions to reopen, his third notion to
reopen was barred by the nunerical limtation set forth in
8§ 1003.2(c)(2), which permts only one notion to reopen.

The BI A did not abuse its discretion in denying Pacheco’s

nmotion to reopen. See Lara v. Trom nski, 216 F.3d 487, 496 (5th

Cir. 2000). As the BIA s ruling was not an abuse of discretion,
this court need not consider Pacheco’ s renmaining argunent, which
addresses the nerits of whether he is entitled to adjustnent of

status. Pacheco’s petition for review is DEN ED



