FILED

NOT FOR PUBLICATION DEC 29 2008

MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS U.S. COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

GREGORIO GOMEZ-BARAIJAS; No. 06-74428
MERCEDES CEJA-ARTEAGA,
Agency Nos. A079-289-715
Petitioners, A079-289-716

V.
MEMORANDUM *

MICHAEL B. MUKASEY, Attorney
General,

Respondent.

On Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted December 17, 2008™
Before: GOODWIN, RYMER, and TROTT, Circuit Judges.
Gregorio Gomez-Barajas and Mercedes Ceja-Arteaga, husband and wife and

natives and citizens of Mexico, petition for review of the Board of Immigration
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The panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without
oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).
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Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying their motion to reopen. We have jurisdiction
pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the denial of a
motion to reopen. [turribarria v. INS, 321 F.3d 889, 894 (9th Cir. 2003). We deny
the petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion by denying petitioners’ motion to
reopen because the BIA considered the evidence they submitted and acted within
its broad discretion in determining that the evidence was insufficient to warrant
reopening. See Singh v. INS, 295 F.3d 1037, 1039 (9th Cir. 2002) (The BIA’s
denial of a motion to reopen shall be reversed only if it is “arbitrary, irrational or
contrary to law.”).

Petitioners’ contention that the BIA erred by failing specifically to reference
their hardship evidence in its decision is unavailing. See Lopez v. Ashcroft, 366
F.3d 799, 807 n.6 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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