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PER CURI AM

Tek Jong Tjie, a native and citizen of Indonesia,
petitions for reviewof the Board of I mm gration Appeal s’ (“Board”)
order affirmng, w thout opinion, an inmgration judge’ s decision
finding that Tjie's asylum application was untinely filed and
denying his applications for asylum and w thhol ding of renoval
For the follow ng reasons, we deny Tjie's petition for review

Tjie clainms the immgration judge erred in finding his
asyl umapplication, filed through his spouse, was not tinely fil ed,
and the Board |ikewise erred in affirmng the inmgration judge’s
ruling on this point. W may not review the immgration judge s
and the Board’' s determ nations that an asylumapplicant has failed
tofile atinely application. Under 8 U.S.C. § 1158(a)(3) (2000),
the Attorney Ceneral’s decision regarding whether an alien has
conplied with the one-year tine limt or established extraordinary
or changed circunstances justifying waiver of that tinme limt is
not revi ewabl e by any court. Mreover, a nunber of other circuits
have held that this jurisdiction-stripping provision precludes

federal appellate court review. See Haoud v. Ashcroft, 350 F. 3d

201, 205 (1st Cir. 2003); Castellano-Chacon v. INS, 341 F.3d 533,

542-44 (6th Gr. 2003); Tarrawally v. Ashcroft, 338 F.3d 180, 185

(3d Gr. 2003); Mlina-Estrada v. INS, 293 F.3d 1089, 1093 (9th

Cr. 2002); Fahimv. U.S. Att'y Gen., 278 F.3d 1216, 1217-18 (11th

Cr. 2002); Ismailov v. Reno, 263 F.3d 851, 854-55 (8th G r. 2001).




Tjie also contends the Board erred in affirmng the
immgration judge's adverse credibility finding and the denial of
hi s wi t hhol di ng of renoval claim W have reviewed the inm gration
j udge’ s deci si on and concl ude that the reasonabl e adj udi cat or woul d
not be conpelled to decide to the contrary. See 8 US.C

§ 1252(b)(4)(B) (2000); Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 325 n.14 (4th

Gir. 2002).

Accordingly, we deny Tjie's petition for review W
di spense 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.
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