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Elvia Gatica Jinenez petitions for review of a 9 Septenber
2004 Board of Immgration Appeals order denying her notion for
reconsideration of the BIA's 9 June 2004 deci sion. The latter
dism ssed Gatica s appeal of the Immgration Judge s order of
renoval . Pursuant to 8 U S.C 8§ 1229b(b), Gatica had filed an
application for cancellation of renoval, which the |1J determ ned

Gatica withdrew. After the BIA dismssed Gatica’s appeal of the

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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1J’s order, it concluded her notion for reconsideration was
untinely filed. Gatica has not filed a petition with this court
for review of the BIA' s 9 June 2004 deci sion.

Gatica reiterates the contention, nade in her appeal of the
|J's order, that her application for cancellation of renoval was
w t hdrawn by her attorney w thout her know ng consent. She does
not address the BIA' s conclusion, in its 9 Septenber 2004 order,
that her notion for reconsideration was untinely.

An alien may seek review of a final order of renoval by filing
a petition for reviewwith this court within 30 days of the date of
the final order. See 8 U. S . C. 88 1252(a)(1), (b)(1) (2000). A
tinmely petition for review is a jurisdictional requirenent;
accordingly, the lack of a tinely petition deprives this court of
jurisdiction to review a BIA decision. Karim an-Kakl aki v. |INS
997 F.2d 108, 111 (5th Cr. 1993). The BIA s denial of an appea
and its denial of a notion to reconsider are two separate fina
orders, each of which requires its own petition for review. Stone
v. INS, 514 U S. 386, 394 (1995).

As noted, Gatica failed to file a petition for review of the
Bl As 9 June 2004 deci sion dism ssing her appeal of the 1J’ s order
of renoval; therefore, we lack jurisdiction to consider Gatica's
contention that she did not voluntarily w thdraw her application
for cancellation of renoval. See Karim an-Kakl aki, 997 F.2d at
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We have jurisdiction to consider only the propriety of the
BIAs 9 Septenber 2004 order denying Gatica's notion for
reconsideration of the 9 June 2004 deci sion. As noted, Gatica
addresses neither that notion nor the basis upon which the BIA
denied it; this has the sane effect as if Gati ca had not chal |l enged
the BIA s decision. See Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 833
(5th Gr. 2003); Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner,
813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).
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