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PER CURI AM

Sy Ismaila Sahande and Viviane Ahou Yao, natives and
citizens of the Ivory Coast, petition for reviewof an order of the
Board of Imm gration Appeals (Board) dism ssing their appeal from
the immgration judge's denial of asylum wthholding of renoval,
and protection under the Convention Against Torture. W conclude
that they are not entitled to relief fromthis court.

In their petition for review, Sahande and Yao contend
that they established their eligibility for asylumrelief. The
record reveal s, however, that the imm gration judge denied asyl um
relief on the ground that Sahande failed to denonstrate by clear
and convincing evidence that he filed his application within one
year of the date of his arrival inthe United States, see 8 U.S. C
§ 1158(a)(2)(B) (2000), as anended by the REAL | D Act of 2005, Pub.
L. No. 109-13, 119 Stat. 231, and failed to all ege any “changed” or
“extraordi nary” circunstances that woul d excuse his late filing, 8

US C 8§ 1158(a)(2)(D). W therefore lack jurisdiction to review

this determ nation pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1158(a)(3). See Zaidi V.
Ashcroft, 377 F.3d 678, 680-81 (7th Cr. 2004) (holding that
section 1158(a)(3) precludes court from reviewing inmmgration
judge’s finding that a petition for asylum is barred because
untimely) (collecting cases). Gven this jurisdictional bar, we

cannot review the underlying nerits of Sahande’s asyl um cl aim



Sahande and Yao contend that the Board s decision to
adopt and affirmthe immgration judge' s decision violated their
right to due process of |aw However, they fail to establish
either that they were prejudiced by the Board’ s decision to adopt

the reasoning of the immgration judge, see Rusu v. INS, 296 F. 3d

316, 324-25 (4th Cr. 2002) (holding that to prevail on a
procedural due process claim an alien nust “show that better
procedures are likely to have made a difference in the outcone of
his hearing”), or that the Board' s summary affirmance was

constitutionally deficient, see Bl anco de Bel bruno v. Ashcroft, 362

F.3d 272, 282-83 (4th Cr. 2004) (finding that Board's affirmance
wi t hout opinion satisfies due process where immgration judge’s
opi ni on may be neaningfully reviewed). W therefore find that they
are not entitled to relief on this claim

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review e
di spense wi th 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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