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Roza Yohannes Zewdi e has petitioned for review of the
deci sion of the Bureau of Imm gration Appeals (Bl A) dismssing
her appeal fromthe decision of the Inmgration Judge (IJ)
denyi ng her application for asylum wthholding of renoval, and
relief under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). [In general,
this court reviews only the decisions of the BIA except where,
as here, the Bl A has adopted the anal ysis and concl usions of the
IJ, in which case the 1J's findings are also reviewed. See Efe

v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 903 (5th Gr. 2002).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Zewdi e conplains that the |IJ should not have admtted into
evi dence for inpeachnent purposes an asylumofficer’s referra
assessnent because the docunent was not produced to her prior to
the inmmgration hearing and because the asylum officer was not
called as a wtness by the Governnent. The referral statenent
was probative and its adm ssion was not fundanentally unfair.

See Bustos-Torres v. INS, 898 F.2d 1053, 1055 (5th G r. 1990).

Most of Zewdie’'s contentions challenge the 1J’s finding that
her testinmony was not credible, which is a finding that this

court will not review See Garci a- Mel endez v. Ashcroft, 351 F.3d

657, 662 (5th Gr. 2003). “We wll not substitute our judgnment
for that of the BIA or IJ with respect to the credibility of the
W tnesses or ultimate factual findings based on credibility
determnations.” 1d. (quotation marks omtted). The record does

not conpel a contrary finding. See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76,

78-79 (5th Cir. 1994).

Zewdi e contends that the evidence she presented was
“unrefuted” and conpels the conclusion that she is entitled to
asylum wi thhol ding of renoval, and relief under the CAT. Zewdie
has the burden of show ng that the evidence supporting her
application was conpelling. See id. at 78. Because the |J
determ ned that Zewdie’'s testinony was not credi ble and because
this court will not reviewthe 1J' s adverse credibility

determ nation, Zewdie cannot carry that burden. See Garci a-

Mel endez, 351 F.3d at 662. The petition is DEN ED.



