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Nai m Al | reta appeal s fromthe decision of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals (BIA) affirmng the inmgration judge s (1J)
denial of his requests for asylum wthholding of renoval, and
relief under the Convention Against Torture (CAT).

Al Il meta argues that the IJ erroneously concluded that he
failed to establish past persecution or a well-founded fear of
future persecution warranting asylum He also argues that the
case shoul d be remanded because the |J did not address his claim

for relief under the CAT. Finally, he asks this court to extend

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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his grant of voluntary departure during the pendency of appellate
revi ew

Because Allneta has failed to show that the evidence is so
conpel ling that no reasonabl e factfinder could concl ude agai nst
the 1J's determnation that he is not entitled to asylum we nust

affirmthat finding. See Carbajal-Gonzalez v. INS, 78 F.3d 194,

197 (5th Cr. 1996). Because he does not specifically challenge
the 1J's denial of his request for w thhol ding of renoval, that

i ssue i s deened abandoned. See Cal deron-Ontiveros v. I NS, 809

F.2d 1050, 1052 (5th Cir. 1986).
The 1J's consideration of Allneta s CAT cl ai mwas

sufficient. See Roy v. Ashcroft, 389 F.3d 132, 140 (5th G

2004). Accordingly, there is no need to remand the case for
further consideration. Allnmeta s request for an extension of
vol untary departure, assum ng we have the authority to consider

it, is denied. See Tesfam chael v. Gonzales, 411 F.3d 169, 171-

72 (5th Gir. 2005).

PETI TI ON DEN ED.



