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Gratch Khatachatrian, his wife and two children, all natives and citizens of

Armenia, petition for review of two orders of the Board of Immigration Appeals
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(“BIA”). In petition No. 05-74304, they seek review of an order by the BIA
dismissing their appeal from an immigration judge’s (“1J”) decision denying their
applications for asylum, withholding of removal, and relief under the Convention
Against Torture. In petition No. 06-73094, they petition for review of the BIA’s
denial of a motion to reopen based on ineffective assistance of counsel. We have
jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the
denial of a motion to reopen, Ordonez v. INS, 345 F.3d 777, 782 (9th Cir. 2003),
and we deny both petitions.

In their opening brief the Khatachatrians do not challenge the agency’s
determination that they failed to establish eligibility for the underlying relief
sought. See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996)
(holding issues which are not specifically raised and argued in a party’s opening
brief are waived). Similarly, we do not consider petitioners’ due process
contentions raised for the first time in their reply brief. See id. Accordingly, we
deny petition No. 05-74304.

In petition No. 06-73094, the BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying the
Khatachatrians’ motion to reopen as untimely, because it was filed almost six

months beyond the deadline for such motions, see 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(¢)(2), and
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because the Khatachatrians did not demonstrate that they were entitled to equitable
tolling, see lturribarria v. INS, 321 F.3d 889, 894 (9th Cir. 2003).

PETITIONS FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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