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PER CURI AM *

Jul i o Rodol fo Carpio-Lingan has petitioned for review of the
Board of Immgration Appeals (“BlIA’) order dismssing his appeal
fromthe decision of the Inmgration Judge (“1J”) denying his
asylum application. The BIA's factual finding that an alien is
not eligible for asylumw Il be upheld if it is supported by

substanti al evidence. Gonez-Mejia v. INS, 56 F.3d 700, 702 (5th

Cir. 1995). The substantial -evidence standard requires only that

the BI A's concl usion be based on the evidence presented and that

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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the decision is substantially reasonable. Carbajal-Gnzalez v.

INS, 78 F.3d 194, 197 (5th Gr. 1996). This court only reviews

deci sions nade by the BIA. Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F. 3d 899, 903

(5th Gr. 2002). Because the Bl A adopted the findings and
conclusions of the IJ that Carpio had failed to show that he is a
refugee, this court can also reviewthe IJ' s findings and
conclusions. 1d.

“A grant of asylum nay be based on past persecution or on a
wel | - founded fear of persecution in the country of origin on
account of race, religion, nationality, nmenbership in a

particul ar social group, or political opinion.” Lopez-Gnez v.

Ashcroft, 263 F.3d 442, 444-45 (5th Cr. 2001). “To show a

wel | -founded fear of persecution, an alien nust have a subjective
fear of persecution, and that fear nust be objectively
reasonable.” 1d. at 445. The petitioner has the burden to
““show that the evidence he presented [is] so conpelling that no

reasonabl e fact finder could fail to find the requisite fear of

persecution.’”” Jukic v. INS, 40 F.3d 747, 749 (5th Cr. 1994).

Carpi o contends that he has shown a well-founded fear of
persecution based upon his nenbership in a social group
consisting of forner police officers. Carpio’ s status as a
former policeman is an i mmutable characteristic which is beyond

his capacity to change. See Matter of Fuentes, 19 | &N Dec. 658,

662 (Bl A 1988), 1998 W. 235456. “It is possible that

m streat ment occurring because of such a status in appropriate
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ci rcunst ances could be found to be persecution on account of
political opinion or nenbership in a particular social group.”
Id.

Carpi o contends that he provided evidence that the Shining
Pat h had assassi nated persons associated wwth or a part of the
state, such as policenen. He states that he sought to provide
proof that the Shining Path had bonbed his business and killed
his cousin. There are several reasons why Carpio’s argunent is
W thout nerit.

The only issue before the court is whether the denial of the
asyl um applicati on was supported by substantial evidence based on
the evidence presented at the tine of the Bl A deci sion.

See Carbaj al -Gonzalez, 78 F.3d at 197. At that tine, the record

reflected that the evidence showi ng that Carpi o s business had
been bonbed and his cousin killed was fabricated. Based on
Carpi 0’ s deneanor and his fabrication of evidence, the |J

determ ned that Carpio was not credible. Although Carpio’s
explanation in his notion to reopen the deportation proceedi ngs
for stating that the docunents were fabricated is plausible, the
fact that Carpio’'s story had changed yet again, if considered,
woul d provide an additional reason for concluding that Carpi o was
not credible. Contrary to Carpio’s argunent, the BIA did not
state in denying the notion to reopen that it had accepted
Carpio’s explanation for his untruthful testinony regarding the

fabrication of the evidence.
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The 1J's finding as to credibility is entitled to “great
deference.” Efe, 293 F.3d at 905. This court “wll not review
decisions turning purely on the immgration judge’'s assessnent of

the alien petitioner’s credibility.” Mntell v. USDQJ, INS, 798

F.2d 124, 127 (5th Gr. 1986). Because Carpi o was not credible,
he cannot show that the evidence he presented regarding his

subj ective fear of persecution is “so conpelling that no
reasonabl e fact finder could fail to find the requisite fear of

persecuti on. Jukic, 40 F.3d at 749. The petition for review
of the BIA's decision denying Carpio’ s asylumapplication is
deni ed.

PETI TI ON DEN ED.



