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Muhamad Sarfraz, a native and citizen of Pakistan,
petitions for review of an order fromthe Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (Bl A) denying his notion to reconsider.

Sarfraz argues that (1) the inmmgration judge (I1J) abused
her discretion in denying his notion for a continuance while his
| abor certification was being adjudicated; (2) the National
Security Entry/Exit Registration System (NSEERS) program was
unconstitutional, and evidence concerning his renovability that

was obt ai ned pursuant to his registration under the NSEERS

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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program shoul d have been excluded from his renoval proceedi ngs
because it was unconstitutionally obtained fromhim and (3) the
Bl A abused its discretion in denying a claimconcerning Sarfraz’s
use of his nother’s labor certification for adjustnment of status
that it had construed as a notion to reopen. The BIA declined to
consider argunents simlar to Sarfraz’'s first two argunents in
its denial of Sarfraz’'s notion to reconsider because it already
had considered the argunents in its affirmance of the 1J's

deci sion, and the BIA denied the third argunent on the nerits.
Sarfraz does not address any of the BIA's stated reasons for
denyi ng these clainms. Accordingly, he has abandoned any

challenge to the BIA's decision. See Al-Ra’'id v. Ingle, 69 F.3d

28, 33 (5th Gr. 1995).

Sarfraz also argues for the first tinme in his petition for
review that his due process rights were violated when the |J
determ ned that he was eligible for voluntary departure and that
his case was unfairly treated differently than his brother’s
case. He also contends that he is entitled to reopen his case
because of his marriage to a United States citizen and because of
the approval of his I-140 application after the Bl A denied his
notion to reconsider. However, because Sarfraz did not exhaust
his adm ni strative renedi es concerning these issues by first
rai sing them before the BIA this court |acks jurisdiction to

consider them See Wang v. Ashcroft, 260 F.3d 448, 452 (5th Cr.

2001).
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Sarfraz’'s petition for reviewis DENIED. The Governnent’s
nmotions for summary affirmance and for dism ssal of the case are

DENI ED as noot.



