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Li bay Fanta Wl deyes (Wl deyes) seeks review of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals’s (BIA) summary affirmance of an Inmm gration
Judge’s (1J) denial of Wldeyes’'s applications for asylum
wi t hhol di ng of deportation, and protection under the United Nations
Convention Agai nst Torture (CAT). Wl deyes al so contends that the
BIA violated his right to due process by sunmarily affirmng the

| J’s decision pursuant to 8 CF.R 8§ 3.1(a)(7) (2001). W AFFIRM

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 reviewfactual findings of the BIAto determne if they are
supported by substantial evidence.! W nmay reverse the BIA s
decision only when “the evidence is ‘so conpelling that no
reasonable factfinder could fail to find the requisite fear of
persecution.’”? \Wen the BIA affirns the |J’s decision, as the Bl A
did here, we review the IJ' s decision.?

Wl deyes alleged that, in retaliation for his nedical papers
that criticize Ethiopia s approach to the AIDS epidemc, he was
subj ected to psychol ogical torture for 48 hours in a dark roomw th
poor sanitary conditions and provided with only bread and water.
He alleges he was questioned in a simlar fashion on three other
occasions. There is no evidence of physical abuse. Finally, he
al l eges that two other doctors were taken for questioning and have
not been seen agai n.

Based on these facts, we cannot say that “no reasonable
factfinder could fail to find” past persecution or a well-founded
fear of future persecution.* Brief detentions simlar to Wl deyes’

have been found not to establish persecution.®> Wl deyes provided
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no evidence corroborating his testinony, which was contradictory
at tinmes, that others simlar to hi mwere persecuted. There is no
evi dence of systematic persecution by the governnent of nedica
prof essionals. Accordingly, Wldeyes's petition for review of the
deni al of asylumand protection under the CAT i s deni ed because the
1 J’s findings are supported by substantial evidence.®

Wl deyes contends that the 1J's order should be reversed
because the Bl A gave no reasons for denyi ng Wl deyes’ s request for
wi t hhol di ng of deportation. Eligibility for wthholding of
deportation requires proof of a higher objective |ikelihood that
one would be persecuted than is required to establish one’'s
eligibility for asylum Consequently, the alien's inability to
establish that he is entitled to asylumnecessarily results in his
inability to denonstrate that he is entitled to w thholding of
deportation.” In light of the 1J's findings regarding asylum
therefore, there was no need for the I1J to state reasons for the
deni al of Wl deyes’s request for w thhol ding of deportation.

Finally, Wl deyes contends that the BIA's summary affirmance
of the 1J' s decision by a single Board nenber pursuant to 8 C F. R
8§ 3.1(a)(7) (2001) violated his due process rights under the Fifth

Amendnent to the United States Constitution. This contention | acks

by Et hi opi an governnent without injury did not constitute
persecution).

6 See M khael, 115 F.3d at 301-04.
" See Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 906 (5th Cir. 2002).
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merit. The BIA decided Wldeyes's appeal wunder 8 C F.R
8 1003.1(e)(5) (2003), which authorizes a single Board nenber to

issue a brief order affirmng, nodifying, or remanding the 1J's

decision. |Insofar as the BIA s opinion relies on the reasons set
forth in the 1J's decision, this Court reviews the 1J's decision.?
Wl deyes was provided due process.

AFFI RVED.
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