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PER CURI AM

In these consolidated petitions for review, Victor De
Jesus Tineo-Janmes, a native and citizen of the Dom ni can Republi c,
seeks review of two orders fromthe Board of Immigration Appeals
(“Board”). Tineo-Janmes was convicted in a Maryl and state court of
child abuse in violation of Md. Code Ann., Art. 27, 8 35(C) (Mchie
1999) (repealed 2002). The Board found Tineo-Janes was not
entitled torelief fromrenovability because he was convi cted of an
aggravated felony. Tineo-Janes filed wwth the Board a notion to
reconsi der, which was denied. Tineo-Janmes filed with this Court
petitions for review from both deci sions.

Under 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(a)(2)(C (2000), appellate courts
do not have jurisdictionto reviewthe final order of renobval of an
alien who is renovable for having commtted certain crimnal
of fenses, including an aggravated felony. Because the Board did
not find Tineo-Janes was renovable for having commtted an
aggravated felony, we have jurisdiction over the petitions for

review. See Yousefi v. INS, 260 F.3d 318, 325 (2001); see also

Her nandez-Barrera v. Ashcroft, 373 F.3d 9, 17-20 (1st Cir. 2004).

Wth respect to relief under 8 U S.C. § 1229b(a) (2000)
and 8 U.S.C. § 1182(h) (2000), we find the Board s concl usi on that
Ti neo- Janes was convi cted of an aggravated fel ony was supported by

reasonabl e, substantial, probative evidence on the record and does



not conpel a different result. See Garci a- Mel endez v. Ashcroft, 351

F.3d 657, 661 (5th Gr. 2003).
We further find the Board did not abuse its discretion
denying the notion for reconsideration. 8 CF.R § 1003.2(a)

(2004); INS v. Doherty, 502 U.S. 314, 323-24 (1992); Yanez-Popp v.

INS, 998 F.2d 231, 234 (4th Gr. 1993).

We deny the petitions for review. W dispense with oral
argunment 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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