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On April 16, 2007, the Board of Indian Appeals (Board) dismissed as untimely this
appeal filed by Michael H. Moran (Appellant). 44 IBIA 245. On May 7, 2007, the Board
received a petition for reconsideration from Appellant." Appellant requests the Board to
“accept and forgive [his] untimely process” and re-argues the merits of his original appeal.
Petition for Reconsideration at 1.

Reconsideration of a decision of the Board will be granted only in extraordinary
circumstances. 43 C.F.R. § 4.315; Estate of Doris June Derickson, 44 IBIA 177 (2007). The
Board dismissed Appellant’s appeal for lack of jurisdiction because his appeal to this Board
was untimely. In his petition for reconsideration, Appellant avers that he “accepts the
terrible untime|e]liness” of his appeal, and he does not argue that the Board erred in
determining that his appeal was untimely. Petition for Reconsideration at 5. However,
Appellant suggests that the merits of his appeal justify “forgiveness” of his untimeliness. Id.
at 3. Specifically, Appellant argues that he has produced evidence to show that he is the
biological son of Robert Henry Moran, Sr. (Decedent), rather than his adopted son, and
argues that Decedent wanted Appellant to inherit all of Decedent’s property, including his
ranching business. Notwithstanding these arguments on the merits, Appellant does not
show extraordinary circumstances warranting reconsideration of our determination that the
Board lacks jurisdiction over his untimely appeal. See 43 C.E.R. § 4.320(b)(3); Estate of
Derickson, 44 1BIA 177.

' Appellant’s submission consists of a one-page letter and a three-page brief with a title
page. In his letter, Appellant stated his intent “to appeal” the Board’s April 16 decision.
Therefore, we construe Appellant’s letter and brief as a petition for reconsideration pursuant
to 43 C.F.R. § 4.315, and we refer to these documents collectively as Appellant’s “Petition
tor Reconsideration.”
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Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to the Board of Indian Appeals by the
Secretary of the Interior, 43 C.F.R. § 4.1, the Board denies reconsideration of 44 IBIA
245.

I concur:
// original signed // original signed
Debora G. Luther Steven K. Linscheid
Administrative Judge Chiet Administrative Judge
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