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PER CURI AM

Jennifer Yawa Sedodo Smith, a native and citizen of
Chana, petitions this court for review of an order of the Board of
| Mm gration Appeals (Board) denying her notion to reopen
deportation proceedi ngs. Though she does not dispute the Board’' s
finding that her notion to reopen was untinely filed, Smth
contends that the Board abused its discretion in failing to enpl oy
its sua sponte authority to grant the notion to reopen. W find
t hat we Jlack jurisdiction to review this claim See

Calle-Vujiles v. Ashcroft, 320 F.3d 472, 474-75 (3d G r. 2003);

Ekiman v. INS 303 F.3d 1153, 1159 (9th Gr. 2002); Luis v. INS

196 F.3d 36, 40-41 (1st Cr. 1999).

Smth al so contends that the Board violated her right to
due process when it granted her voluntary departure pursuant toits
order of January 11, 2001, but failed to advise her of the
consequences of failure to depart. |In addition, she asserts that
the Board exceeded its authority in granting her voluntary
departure pursuant to the sane order. As the January 11, 2001
order is not before us in this appeal, we |ack jurisdiction over

these clains as well. See Stone v. INS, 514 U. S. 386, 394, 405-06

(1995).
We accordingly dismss the petition for review W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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