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Prince Adhazie Daniels, a citizen and native of GChana, has
petitioned for review of a Board of Immgration Appeals (BlIA)
deci sion dism ssing his appeal froman order of renoval. Pursuant
to 8 212(a)(2)(A(i)(l) of the Immgration and Nationality Act
(INd), 8 USC 8§ 1182(a)(2)(A(i)(l), the Immgration and
Nat ural i zation Service (INS) initiated renoval proceedi ngs agai nst
Daniels based on his convictions for crinmes involving noral

t ur pi t ude.

" Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5, the court has deterni 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



Dani el s sought wi t hhol di ng of renoval under 8§ 241(b)(3) of the
INA, 8 U S.C 8§ 1231(b)(3), and under the Convention Against
Torture (CAT), see 8 C F.R 8 1208. 16, based on al |l eged persecution
in Ghana; Daniels clained threats had been made agai nst himdue to
his father’s political views. The immgration judge (IJ) denied
Dani el s’ request for w thhol di ng renoval and ordered hi mrenoved to
Chana. The 1 J’ s decision did not address specifically Daniel’s CAT
claim

Dani el s appealed to the BIA again seeking wthhol ding of
renoval under the INA and al so assertingthe lJ erredinfailingto
address his CAT claim The BI A adopted and affirned the 1J's
decision and rejected Daniels’ CAT claim finding he “failed to
all ege facts which would indicate the applicability of thisrelief”
and “failed to allege that he nore likely than not would be
tortured by, or wth the acqui escence of, the governnent of Chana”.

Dani el s contends he is entitled both to w thhol di ng of renoval
and to relief under CAT. The Governnent counters that this court
| acks jurisdiction because Daniels’ renoval was predicated on his
comm ssion of crinmes involving noral turpitude and does not present
constitutional clains or questions of |aw

Daniels admts that, pursuant to 8 212(a)(2)(A) (i)(l) of the
INA, 8 U S.C 8§ 1182(a)(2)(A)(i)(l), his renoval order was based on
his comm ssion of crinmes involving noral turpitude. Congress has

restricted this court fromreview ng such renoval orders. 8 U S. C



8§ 1252(a)(2)(C (stating “no court shall have jurisdiction to
review any final order of renoval against an alien who i s renovabl e
by reason of having commtted a crimnal offense covered in section
1182(a)(2) ... of this title”); see also Alwan v. Ashcroft, 388
F.3d 507, 515 (5th Cr. 2004) (applying jurisdictional bar to
cl ai s under both the | NA and CAT). Therefore, concerning Daniels’
claimthat the decisions of the IJ and BIA were not supported by
substanti al evidence, the petitionis DI SM SSED I N PART for | ack of
subject matter jurisdiction.

Dani el s al so asserts the BIA erred in failing to address the
merits of his CAT claim This court has jurisdiction to review
this question of law. See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(D). Contrary to
Dani el s’ argunent, however, the Bl A considered and rejected the CAT
claim Therefore, with respect to this contention, Daniels’

petition is DENI ED | N PART.

DI SM SSED | N PART; DEN ED I N PART



