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Mani rul Hoque, a citizen of Bangl adesh, petitions this
court for reviewof the Board of I nm gration Appeals (BIA) decision
denying his application for political asylum and his request for
wi t hhol di ng of renoval. Hoque argues that the BIA is “churning
out” decisions, denonstrating that there has been a systematic

application of the affirnmance-w t hout-opini on (AWD) procedure that

has adversely prejudiced his statutory right to appeal

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



We have agreed with Al bathani v. INS, 318 F.3d 365 (1st

Cr. 2003), cited by Hoque, that the use of the AWD procedure does
not lead to the inference that the Bl A did not conduct the required

revi ew. See Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 832 (5th Gr.

2003). Accordingly, Hoque' s argunent that he did not receive
appropriate BIAreviewis wthout nerit.

Hoque al so argues that the BIA inproperly used the AWD
procedure because the immgration judge (1J) was required to, but
did not, nmake a credibility finding. However, the |IJ inplicitly
found Hoque credi ble. Hoque al so argues that the BIA's use of the
AWD procedure was i nappropriate because the 1J’ s decision was not
wel | -reasoned and because the BIA did not consider his appea
argunents. Hoque’s argunent fails because the BIA s affirmnce
W t hout opi nion could not include a discussion of the I J's reason-
ing or lack thereof or a discussion of Hoque' s argunents on appeal.
See 8 C.F.R § 1003.1(e)(4)(ii).

Hoque argues that he has nade a prinma facie case that he
is a refugee and entitled to asyl um based on past persecution and
his well-founded fear of ©persecution from the Bangl adesh
Nationalist Party (BNP) for his activities as a nenber of the
Jatiyo Party. Hoque did not establish past persecution. Hoque was
able to live and work openly as a garnent-factory sales
representative and director in Bangladesh for a couple of years

after the BNP gai ned control of the governnent.



Moreover, Hoque's testinony does not establish a
particul ari zed connection between his political activity and his

current fear of persecution. See Faddoul v. INS, 37 F.3d 185, 188

(5th Gr. 1994). The political climte has changed since Hoque
| eft Bangl adesh, with Jatiyo Party nenbers now serving in the
governnent. Hoque gave no specific reason as to why the BNP woul d
still be interested in persecuting himafter a decade has passed,
in light of the changes in the governnent. Thus, Hoque has not
est abl i shed by substantial evidence that he is entitled to asylum

See Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 903 (5th Cr. 2002).

Hoque al so chal |l enges the Bl A's determ nati on that he was
not entitled to a wi thhol di ng of deportation. Because Hoque is not
eligible for asylum he does not neet the standard for w thhol di ng
of deportation. See id.

Finally, Hoque asserts that the |1J abused his discretion
in failing to grant 60 days for voluntary departure. Hoque has
offered no reason that this court can review the IJ's grant of 30
days to voluntarily depart given the plain |anguage of the
regul ation extant at the tinme of the IJ's decision. See 8 CF.R
8§ 240.26(e)(1998); 8 C.F.R § 240.26(g)(1998). Hoque’'s petition

for review of the Bl A decision is DEN ED



