
 

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent *

except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-3.

** The panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without  

oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).

BLS 06-74455

NOT FOR PUBLICATION

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

 FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

GUSTAVO MEDINA RODRIGUEZ;

et al.,

                    Petitioners,

   v.

MICHAEL B. MUKASEY, Attorney

General,

                    Respondent.

No. 06-74455

Agency Nos. A95-175-027

 A95-175-028

 A95-175-029

 A95-175-030

MEMORANDUM  
*

On Petition for Review of an Order of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted June 18, 2008 **

Before: THOMAS, W. FLETCHER, and CLIFTON, Circuit Judges.

FILED
JUL 07 2008

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



BLS 06-74455

Gustavo Medina Rodriguez, his wife Maria Guadalupe Medina Salgado, and

their two minor children, natives and citizens of Mexico, petition pro se for review

of the August 2006 order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) denying

their motion to reopen.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We

review the denial of the motion to reopen for abuse of discretion.  See Lara-Torres

v. Ashcroft, 383 F.3d 968, 972 (9th Cir. 2004).  We dismiss in part and deny in part

the petition for review.

We lack jurisdiction to review the BIA’s initial order dismissing the

petitioners’s direct appeal because the petition for review is not timely as to that

order.  See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(1); Singh v. INS, 315 F.3d 1186, 1188 (9th Cir.

2003).  Further, we lack jurisdiction to review all of the BIA’s subsequent orders

prior to August 2006 because the petition for review is not timely as to those

orders.  See Andia v. Ashcroft, 359 F.3d 1181, 1183 n.3 (9th Cir. 2004) (per

curiam).  

The petitioners have failed to provide argument on the BIA’s 2006 order

denying their motion to reopen in their opening brief and have therefore waived

any challenge to that order.  See Ghahremani v. Gonzales, 498 F.3d 993, 997-98

(9th Cir. 2007).    
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PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.

  


