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PER CURI AM *

Her manus Dani el Van Der Westhuizen, his wife Maria, and his
three chil dren, Hermanus, Jacolize, and Fourie, petition this court
to review the decision of the Board of Inmgration Appeals (“BIA")
denying relief on their application for asylum and w thhol di ng of
renoval . The Van Der West hui zens have not briefed the BIA s deni al

of relief under the Convention Against Torture, and that claimis

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



deened abandoned. See Rodriguez v. INS, 9 F.3d 408, 414 n.15 (5th

Cr. 1993); Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993).

As to the asylum application, the Van Der Westhuizens
challenge the BIA's determnation that their application was
untinely wunder 8 US C. § 1158(a)(2). This court | acks
jurisdiction to review the BIA s determnation that the asylum
application was untinely. 8 U S. C. 8§ 1158(a)(3).

The Van Der Westhuizens argue that the BIA erred in denying
their application for wthholding of renoval. The BIA s
determ nation i s supported by substantial evidence, and the record
does not conpel a conclusion contrary to the BIA s finding that the
Van Der Westhuizens have not net their burden to establish an

entitlenment to wthholding of renoval. See Efe v. Ashcroft,

293 F.3d 899, 906 (5th Gir. 2002);: 8 C.F.R § 208. 16(h).

The petition for review is DEN ED.



