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| ssa Abdel mawl a Naserddi ne petitions this court for review
of the Board of Immgration Appeals’ (BIA) decision affirmng the
| mm gration Judge’s (1J) order denying his application for asylum
and wi t hhol di ng of renoval.

When, as here, the BIA summarily affirnms w thout opinion and
essentially adopts the |J's decision, we reviewthe IJ's

decision. See MKkhael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th Gr. 1997).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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Naser ddi ne argues that the IJ erred when she determ ned that
he did not have a well-founded fear of persecution on account of
his political opinion or on account of his nenbership in a
particul ar social group. The 1J's determination is supported by
substantial evidence and is correct based on precedent

established in INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S. 478 (1992), and

Ri vas-Martinez v. INS, 997 F.2d 1143 (5th Cr. 1993). See

Ontunez-Tursios v. Ashcroft, 303 F.3d 341, 350 (5th Cr. 2002)

(this court will uphold the IJ's decision if it is supported by
subst anti al evi dence).

Nasserdine further argues that the BIA violated his due
process rights and m sapplied its regulations when it issued an
af firmance wi thout an opinion pursuant to 8 C F. R
8§ 1003.1(e)(4). The due process argunent is without nerit. See

Soaj ede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 832-33 (5th Gr. 2003)

(rejecting due process challenge to a simlar sumary affirmance
procedure set forth in 8 U S.C. § 1003(a)(7)). Moreover, the
decision net the criteria for a sunmary affirmance pursuant to 8
U.S.C. § 1003.1(e)(4).

The petition for review is therefore DEN ED



