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Dashr at habhai Manilal Patel, a citizen of India, petitions
for review of an order fromthe Board of Imm gration Appeals
("BIA") summarily affirmng the immgration judge's ("1J")
decision to deny his application for asylum or wthhol ding of

renmoval. Patel argues that the BIA violated his Fifth Amendnent

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
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except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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rights by summarily affirmng the decision of the I J wthout
examning the nerits of Patel’s asylumclaim The court has held
that the sunmary affirmance procedures do not violate due process
and do not deprive the court of a basis for judicial review

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

Patel argues that the BIA erred as a matter of law in
affirmng the 1J's decision w thout an opinion because the
case does not neet the requirenents for a summary affirmance.
Because the decision of the |J was correct and does not raise any
substantial factual or |egal questions on appeal, the decision
met the criteria for a sunmary affirmance. See 8 C. F. R
§ 1003.1(a)(7)(ii).

I nsofar as Patel challenges the validity of the agency’s
decision, a review of the record reflects that the decision is
supported by substantial evidence and that the evidence in the

record does not conpel a contrary conclusion. See Ontunez-

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

V. I.N.S., 115 F. 3d 299, 302 (5th G r. 1997). Accordingly, the

petition for review is DEN ED.



