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PER CURIAM:*

Barine Naadubon petitions for review of the Board

of Immigration Appeals’s (the Board’s) decision dismissing

his appeal from an immigration judge’s (IJ’s) decision to deny

his application for asylum, for withholding of deportation, and,

alternatively, for voluntary departure.  The Board summarily

affirmed the IJ’s decision pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 3.1(a)(7). 

See Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830 (5th Cir. 2003).
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The IJ found that Naadubon failed to file timely his

application for asylum.  This ruling, which Naadubon has

not challenged, is not reviewable by a court.  See 8 U.S.C.

§ 1158(a); Tsevegmid v. Ashcroft, 318 F.3d 1226, 1229-30

(10th Cir. 2003).  Accordingly, as to the denial of the asylum

application, the petition for review is dismissed for lack of

jurisdiction.

Naadubon’s petition for review of the denial of withholding

of removal is denied because the Board’s ruling is supported by

substantial evidence.  See Carbajal-Gonzalez v. I.N.S., 78 F.3d

194, 197 (5th Cir. 1996).

Naadubon has waived any challenge to the Board’s denial of

his application for voluntary departure, by failing to brief it. 

See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cir. 1993).

The petition for review is DISMISSED IN PART and DENIED

IN PART.  Naadubon’s request for the appointment of counsel

is DENIED, because such appointment would conflict with this

country’s immigration policy.  See Perez-Perez v. Hanberry,

781 F.2d 1477, 1480 (11th Cir. 1986).


