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Yousef Mohamed Alam (“Alam ”), a Palestinian fromthe West
Bank, petitions this court for review of the Board of
| mm grations Appeals’s (“BlIA”) affirmance of the I mm gration
Judge’s (“1J”) decision denying his application for asylum and
w t hhol ding of renoval. Alam argues that the I1J and BIA' s
rejection of his claimthat he had a well-founded fear of
persecution if he returned to the West Bank was not supported by
substanti al evidence because the evidence conpelled the

conclusion that he had a well -founded fear that he woul d be

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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i ndividually persecuted and that Israel had a pattern or practice
of persecuting Palestinian Muslins in the West Bank. Al am
further contends that the IJ did not set forth an adequate basis
for the denial of this claim Alam also asserts that the
evi dence conpell ed the conclusion that he suffered past
persecution and that this matter nust be renmanded because the |J
and the BIA failed to address his claimof past persecution.
Because the BI A generally adopted the decision of the IJ,
writing separately only regarding a peripheral issue that is not
raised in Alam’'s petition for review, we reviewthat 1J's

decision in this matter. See M khael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302

(5th Gr. 1997). Substantial evidence supports the IJ's finding
that Alam did not show that he had a well-founded fear of being
persecuted if he returned to the West Bank. See id. at 304.
Furthernore, as the evidence supported the 1J’s finding that the
vi ol ence agai nst Pal estinians in the West Bank was part of
ongoing civil strife, the |J's determnation that Alam had not
established a pattern or practice of persecution against

Pal estinians or Muslins was supported by substantial evidence.
See id. Because the 1J's determnation that Alam was not
eligible for asyl um based upon his claimof a well-founded fear
of persecution was supported by substantial evidence, her denial
of Alam’s request for wthhol ding of renoval was al so supported

by substantial evidence. See Jukic v. INS, 40 F.3d 747, 749 (5th

Cr. 1994). Additionally, the IJ's ruling reflects *nmeani ngful
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consideration of the relevant substantial evidence” supporting

Alam’'s claimand was sufficiently detailed. See Abdel - Masieh v.

INS, 73 F.3d 579, 585 (5th Gr. 1996).

The record shows, however, that Alam clearly raised the
claimthat he suffered past persecution and neither the IJ nor
the BIA considered this claimin their rulings. An alien may
establish that he is eligible for asylum by showi ng that he
suffered past persecution. See 8 CF.R 8§ 208.13(b). As the |IJ
and the BIA failed to address this issue, this matter nust be
remanded to the BIA for a determ nation of this issue. See

Eduard v. Ashcroft, 379 F.3d 182, 196 (5th Gr. 2004). Because

this issue was not ruled upon bel ow, we cannot consider Alam’s
assertion that the evidence conpelled a finding that he suffered

past persecution. See INS v. Ventura, 537 U S 12, 16-17 (2002).

Accordingly, Alam’s petition for review is GRANTED | N PART
and DENIED IN PART. The BIA' s affirmance of the 1J’s denial of
Alam’'s application for asylum and w thhol ding of renoval is
VACATED I N PART and this matter is REMANDED to the BI A for

further proceedings consistent wth this opinion.



