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PER CURI AM

St ephani e Manne Tshibonge, a native and citizen of the
Denocrati ¢ Republic of Congo, petitions for review of an order of
the Board of Inmmgration Appeals (Board). The order denied her
nmotion to reopen and reconsi der the Board s di sm ssal of her appeal
fromthe Immgration Judge’'s (1J) order denying her applications
for asylum wthholding of renoval, and for relief wunder the
Conventi on Agai nst Torture.

Tshi bonge first raises several challenges to the summary
af fi rmance procedure enpl oyed by the Board inits initial decision,
dat ed Novenber 18, 2002, affirm ng the decision of the Imm gration
Judge wi t hout opinion pursuant to 8 CF. R § 1003.1(a)(7) (2003).
As Tshibonge did not file a tinely petition for review of that
deci sion, we are without jurisdiction to consider her clainms. See

8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(1) (2000); Stone v. INS, 514 U.S. 386, 394, 405

(1995) .

Tshi bonge next di sputes the Board’ s deci sion denying relief on
her notion to reconsider. W have reviewed the record and the
Board’ s order of February 11, 2003, and find that the Board did not
abuse its discretion in denying the notion. See 8 CF.R 8§
1003. 2(a) (2003). To the extent that Tshi bonge seeks to chall enge
the 1J’s determ nation that her asylumapplication is untinely and

she failed to establish extraordinary circunstances excusing the



late filing, we find we are wthout jurisdiction to consider such
aclaim See 8 U.S.C. § 1158(a)(3) (2000).

Accordingly, we dismss in part and deny in part the petition
for review W dispense 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.

DI SM SSED | N PART AND DENI ED | N PART




