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Appeals.
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Petition dismissed in part and denied in part by unpublished per
curiam opinion.
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Dockets.Justia.com


http://dockets.justia.com/docket/circuit-courts/ca4/07-1894/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/ca4/07-1894/920091006/
http://dockets.justia.com/

PER CURIAM:

Hui Fang Dong, a native and citizen of China, seeks
review of an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (Board)
affirming the Immigration Judge’s (IJ) denial of relief from
removal. Dong first challenges the denial of asylum. Because
the Board found that Dong’s asylum application was untimely and
that no exceptions applied to excuse the untimeliness, we find
that we are without Jjurisdiction to review this claim. See

Gomis v. Holder, 571 F.3d 353, 358-59 (4th Cir. 2009) .

Accordingly, we dismiss the petition for review in part with
respect to this claim.

We have reviewed Dong’s remaining claims regarding the
denial of withholding of removal and protection wunder the

Convention Against Torture, and conclude that they are without

merit. We therefore deny the petition for review with respect
to these claims for the reasons stated by the Board. See In re:
Dong (B.I.A. Aug. 16, 2007). Finally, we find no abuse of

discretion in the Board’s decision declining to reopen and
remand this matter to the IJ.

We accordingly dismiss in part and deny in part the
petition for review. We dispense with oral argument because the

facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the



materials before the court and argument would not aid the
decisional process.

PETITION DISMISSED IN PART
AND DENIED IN PART




