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PER CURI AM

In these consolidated petitions for review, Arash
Shahnegar Aghdam petitions this court for review of two decisions
of the Board of Inmgration Appeals (Board). In No. 03-1422
Aghdam a native and citizen of Iran, seeks review of a decision of
the immgration judge, affirmed w thout opinion by the Board
pursuant to 8 CF. R 8 1003.1(e)(4) (2003). The decision denied
Aghdam s request for cancellation of renoval, as well as his
application for asylumrelief and w thhol ding of renoval.

Aghdam first challenges the Board' s use of sunmary
affirmance procedures in reviewing his appeal. W have recently
uphel d a sim |l ar chal |l enge where the Board has el ected not to i ssue

a separate opinion. See Blanco de Belbruno v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d

272, 282 (4th Cr. 2004) (upholding the Board s use of the sunmary
af firmance procedure set forth at 8 CF. R § 1003.1(a)(7)(2003)).
W find that reasoning applicable here, and conclude that this
claimlacks nerit.

Aghdam chal | enges the imm gration judge's determ nation
that he failed to establish his eligibility for asylum To obtain
reversal of such a determnation, the 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 conclude that Aghdamfails to
show t hat the evidence conpels a contrary result.

Aghdam next di sputes the finding of the immgration judge
that he failed to qualify for cancellation of renobval because he
did not establish that his renmoval would result in “exceptional and
extrenely unusual hardship” to his nother, a |awful permanent
resident of the United States. See 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1229b(b)(1) (D)
(2000). Because the inmmgration judge' s hardship determ nation is
di scretionary in nature, we lack jurisdiction to consider this

claim See 8 U S.C. 8 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) (2000); Mendez-Mranchel v.

Ashcroft, 338 F.3d 176, 179 (3d Cr. 2003); Ronero-Torres V.

Ashcroft, 327 F.3d 887, 888 (9th G r. 2003).

In No. 03-2256, Aghdam chal | enges the Board’'s deni al of
his notion to reopen and reconsider. This court’s review of the
deni al of such notions is extrenely deferential, and the decision

will not be reversed absent abuse of discretion. Stewart v. |NS,

181 F.3d 587, 595 (4th Cr. 1999). W conclude that the Board did
not abuse its discretion in ruling that Aghdam was ineligible for
an adjustment of status, in viewof his failure to tinely depart.
See 8 U.S.C. § 1229c(d) (2000).

Accordingly, we deny the petitions for review in these
appeal s. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argument woul d not aid the decisional process.

PETI T1 ONS DENI ED




