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PER CURI AM

Abdykar Toktobekovich Sydykov, a native and citizen of
Kyrgyzstan, petitions for review of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s’ orders affirmng without opinion the inmmgration judge’s
deci si on denying asylum w thholding of renoval, and relief under
the Convention Against Torture to Sydykov, his wfe Nurjamnal
Smanal yevna Sydykova, and sons Altynbek Abdykarovich Sydykov and
Ai bek Abdykar Uulu, as riders on Sydykov's applications.

Sydykov chal l enges the imm gration judge’'s rulings that
he failed to establish persecution on account of a protected ground
by an organization that the governnent is unable or unwlling to
control, and he therefore failed to sustain his burden of proving
eligibility for asylum To obtain reversal of a determnation
denying eligibility for relief, an alien “nust show that the
evidence he presented was so conpelling that no reasonable
factfinder could fail to find the requisite fear of persecution.”

INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S 478, 483-84 (1992). W have

revi ewed the evidence of record and concl ude Sydykov fails to show
t he evi dence conpels a contrary result.

We find we | ack jurisdiction over Sydykov’'s chal |l enges to
the i mm gration judge’s deni al of wi thholding of renoval and reli ef
under the Convention Agai nst Torture because he failed to properly

exhaust these clains in his appeal to the Board. See 8 U. S . C



8§ 1252(d) (2000); Asika v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 264, 267 n.3 (4th

Cir. 2004), cert. denied, 125 S. C. 861 (2005).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review ']
di spense wi th oral argunent 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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