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Sandra Teresa Cal deron-Acosta petitions for review of the
Board of Immgration Appeals’ (BIA s) decision summarily
affirmng the immgration judge's (1J's) denial of her notion to
reopen her inmmgration proceedi ngs contending that (1) she was
erroneously held renovabl e in absentia because she never received
notice of the immgration hearing, (2) the reopening of her
i mm gration proceedi ngs was inproperly deni ed because she nade a

prima facie showi ng of statutory eligibility for an adjustnent in

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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status to that of a permanent resident, and (3) the BIA's summary
af fi rmance deni ed her due process.

Cal deron’s petition for review, however, was tinely only
wth regard to the BIA's denial of her notion to reopen and for

reconsideration. See Stone v. INS, 514 U S. 386, 395-98 (1995).

Consequently, we have jurisdiction to review only the issue
whet her the BI A abused its discretion in that regard. See

Gsuchukwu v. INS, 744 F.2d 1136, 1141 (5th Cr. 1984); Pritchett

v. INS, 993 F.2d 80, 83 (5th Gr. 1993).
Cal deron has not briefed the propriety of the BIA' s ruling

that her second request to reopen the imm gration proceedi ngs was

an inpermssible nultiple notion, and, therefore, its reviewis

wai ved. See Cal deron-Ontiveros v. INS, 809 F.2d 1050, 1052

(5th Gr. 1986). Wth respect to Calderon’s request to the BIA
for reconsideration of its sunmary affirmance of the denial of
her notion to reopen, she has failed to show that the BI A nade
an error of either fact or law on the record before it. See

8 U.S.C. § 1003.2(b)(1)(2003); Osuchukwu, 744 F.2d at 1143.
Consequently, the denial of the request for reconsideration was
not an abuse of discretion.

PETI TI ON DEN ED.



