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Fai z Rasool, a native and citizen of Pakistan, petitions this
court for review of the Board of Immgration Appeal’s (“BlIA")
affirmance of the Immgration Judge’'s (“1J”) final order of
renoval . Wi | e Rasool concedes that he is renovable, he argues
that the IJ erred in denying his contested notion to termnate the
renmoval proceedings to permt himto pursue his application for
adjustnment of status with the Immgration and Naturalization

Ser vi ce.

Pursuant to 5THGOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



On a petition for review of a Bl A decision, we review factual
findings for substantial evidence and questions of |aw de novo

Lopez- Gonez v. Ashcroft, 263 F.3d 442, 444 (5th Gr. 2001). *“W

accord deference to the BIAs interpretation of immagration
statutes unless the record reveals conpelling evidence that the

BIAs interpretation is incorrect.” MKkhael v. INS, 115 F. 3d 299,

302 (5th Cir. 1997). Wile we normally only reviewthe deci sion of
the BIA, when, as in this case, the BIA adopts the 1J s decision
W t hout opinion, we reviewthe 1J's decision. |d.

The Bl A has consistently held that “so | ong as t he enforcenent
officials of the Service choose to initiate proceedi ngs agai nst an
alien and to prosecute those proceedings to a conclusion, the
immgration judge and the Board nust order deportation if the
evi dence supports a finding of deportability on the ground

charged.” In re Yazdani, 17 1. & N Dec. 626, 630 (BI A 1981); see

alsoInre Singh, 21 1. &N Dec. 427, 435 (Bl A 1996); In re Wngq,

13 1. & N Dec. 701, 703 (BIA 1971). Rasool’s argunent to the
contrary is wthout nerit. As the IJ did not have discretionary
authority to termnate the renoval proceedi ngs agai nst Rasool, he
did not err in denying Rasool’s notion to termnate the renova

pr oceedi ngs. See Lopez-Telles v. INS, 564 F.2d 1302, 1304 (9th

Cr. 1977); Panova-Bohannan v. Ashcroft, 74 Fed. Appx. 424, 425-26

(5th Gr. 2003) (unpublished).

Rasool also argues that the |J erred in denying his



application for voluntary departure. We lack jurisdiction to

consider this claim 8 US C 8§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(i); See Eyoum v.

INS, 125 F.3d 889, 891 (5th Gr. 1997).

Rasool s petition for review is DEN ED.
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