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Sri Lankan citizen Srisram Amaresen petitions for review of
the decision of the Board of Immgration Appeals (BlIA) dismssing
hi s appeal fromthe decision of the Imm gration Judge (1J) denying
his requests for asylum wthholding of deportation, and relief
under the Convention Against Torture. For the follow ng reasons,

Amaresen’s petition i s DEN ED.

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determnm ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



First, we will not disturb the admnistrative finding that
Amaresen was noncredible as a witness.!? Because Anmaresen was
noncredi bl e, his own statenents and testi nony about his individual
situation may be disregarded. Nothing in the record indicated that
the Sri Lankan governnent systematically persecutes Tam|ls who are
not suspected of involvenent with the Liberation Tigers of Taml
Eel am (LTTE) solely by virtue of their ethnicity or by virtue of
their area of origin. Amaresen has failed to show that he is
entitled to asylumor withhol ding of deportation.?

Second, regarding Amaresen’s claim under the Convention
Agai nst Torture, apart fromthe nonconsi deration of the docunentary
evi dence of country conditions in Sri Lanka, the concerns expressed
by our sister circuits in Mansour v. |INS® and Kamal t has v. | NS* were
| argely absent in Amaresen’s case. Both the IJ and Bl A indicated
that they realized the different analytical frameworks for asylum
and Convention Against Torture clainms, and the «credibility
determ nation rel evant to Amaresen’s asylumcl ai mal so was rel evant
to his Convention Against Torture claim Finally, while the
docunentary evidence in Amaresen’s case indicates that torture

remains an issue in Sri Lanka, the Eighth Crcuit has noted that

! See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76, 79 (5th Gr. 1994).

N

See Faddoul v. INS, 37 F.3d 185, 188 (5th Gr. 1994).
3 230 F.3d 902 (7th G r. 2000).

4 251 F.3d 1279 (9th Cir. 2001).
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there is no evidence that returnees to Sri Lanka who had sought
asylum are being tortured.® Amaresen has failed to denpbnstrate
that he is entitled to relief.®

AFF| RMED.

5> Perinpanathan v. INS, 310 F.3d 594, 599 (8th Cir. 2002).
6 See Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 906-07 (5th Cr. 2002).
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