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PER CURI AM

Tesfaye Amare, a native and citizen of Ethiopia,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeals (“Board”) affirmng the immgration judge s decision
denyi ng Amare’s applications for asylum w thholding fromrenoval
and wi t hhol di ng under t he Convention Agai nst Torture. Amare clains
he was deni ed due process and substantial evidence supports his
claimfor asylum W deny the petition for review

Amare clainms his right to due process was viol at ed when
the imm gration judge “took over” the direct exam nation. W note
that Amare failed to raise this claimto the Board. Accordingly,
we will not reviewthe claim See 8 U S.C. § 1252(d)(1); Lonyemuv.

United States Att. General, 352 F.3d 1338, 1339 n.5 (11th Crr.

2003); Abdulrahman v. Ashcroft, 330 F.3d 587, 594-95 (3d Gr.

2003) .
A determ nation of eligibility for asylumor w thhol di ng
is conclusive if supported by substantial evidence on the record

consi dered as a whol e. INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S. 478, 481

(1992). Admnistrative findings of fact are concl usive unl ess any
reasonabl e adjudicator would be conpelled to conclude to the
contrary. 8 U S.C. 8§ 1252(b)(4)(B) (2000). W wll reverse the
Board “only if ‘the evidence presented was so conpelling that no
reasonabl e factfinder could fail to find the requisite fear of

persecution.”” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 325 n. 14 (4th Cr. 2002)




(quoting Huaman-Cornelio v. Board of Inmm gration Appeals, 979 F. 2d

995, 999 (4th Cir. 1992) (internal quotation marks omtted)).

W find the evidence does not conpel relief for Amare.
Accordingly, we deny the petition for review. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and Ilegal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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