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PER CURI AM

Zia U Hassan and his wife, Lubna Zi a, and son, Mhamuad Zi a,
natives and citizens of Pakistan, petition for review of an order
of the Board of Inmm gration Appeals ("Board"). The order affirned,
W thout opinion, the immgration judge's order denying their
applications for asylum wthholding of renpoval and protection
under the Convention Against Torture. For the reason discussed
bel ow, we deny the petitions for review

The inmm gration judge found Hassan’s and his famly’ s asyl um
claims were untinely and they failed to offer any explanation to
denonstrate a change in circunstances or extraordi nary
ci rcunst ances excusing the late filing of the applications for
asyl um See 8 US.C 8§ 1158(a)(2)(B) (2000); 8 CF.R 8§
1208.4(a)(4), (5) (2003). We conclude we lack jurisdiction to
review the immgration judge's ruling pursuant to 8 US.C 8§

1158(a)(3) (2000). See Castellano-Chacon v. INS, 341 F. 3d 533, 544

(6th Cr. 2003); Tarrawally v. Ashcroft, 338 F.3d 180, 185-86 (3d

Cir. 2003); Tsevegm d v. Ashcroft, 336 F.3d 1231, 1235 (10th Cr

2003); Fahimv. United States Attorney Gen., 278 F.3d 1216, 1217-18

(11th Gir. 2002); Hakeemv. INS, 273 F.3d 812, 815 (9th Gir. 2001);

|smailov v. Reno, 263 F.3d 851, 854-55 (8th Gr. 2001).°

" Finally, while we do not have jurisdiction to consider the
denial of the asylumclains as untinely, we retain jurisdiction to
consi der the denials of the requests for w thhol di ng of renoval and
protection under the Convention Against Torture as they are not
subject to the one-year tine limtation. See 8 C.F.R § 1208.4(a)
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Accordingly, we deny the petitions for review. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

PETI T1 ONS DENI ED

(2003). However, in their brief, Hassan and his famly do not
specifically challenge the denial of these two fornms of relief.



