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Amadou Banba Ci sse, a native and citizen of Senegal, has
petitioned for review of the decision of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (“BlIA”) dism ssing wthout opinion his appeal fromthe
decision of the immgration judge (“1J”) denying Ci sse’s
application for asylumand for w thhol ding of deportation. G sse
contends that the BIA's summary affirnmance procedures do not
provide a basis for judicial review This issue is foreclosed by

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

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Ci sse contends that his asylum application should have been
granted. He argues that his fear of persecution was reasonabl e
because he had opposed the Senegal ese governnent and because the
gover nnent knew of his opposition. Because the BlI A adopted the
| J’s decision without opinion, this court nust reviewthe 1J's

decision. Mkhael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th CGr. 1997).

This court will uphold the 1J’s determnation that G sse is not
eligible for asylumif it is supported by substantial evidence.

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

The substantial evidence standard requires only that the 1J’s
“concl usi on be based upon the evidence presented and be
substantially reasonable.” 1d. (internal quotation marks and
citation omtted). To reverse the |J's determnation that C sse
is not eligible for asylum “the evidence nmust conpel a
reasonabl e fact-finder to conclude that [he] suffered past
persecution or has a well-founded fear of future persecution

because of a protected ground.” Grma v. INS 283 F.3d 664, 669

(5th Gr. 2002). The BlIA has the discretion to determ ne whet her
the evidence presented is sufficient to warrant a grant of asylum

in a particular case. See id.; see also 8 U S.C. 8§ 1158(b)(1).

After careful review of the briefs and the admnistrative
record, we conclude that the 1J’s finding that G sse’s testinony
was not credi bl e because of inconsistencies between C sse’s two
asylum applications is supported by substantial evidence. The

I J’s conclusion that Ci sse had failed to nake an adequate show ng
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of past persecution and of fear of future persecution is also
supported by substantial evidence.

Ci sse contends that the BlI A should not have cut three nonths
fromthe voluntary departure period. This court |acks
jurisdiction to review clains for discretionary relief, including

clains regarding voluntary departure. Eyoumv. INS, 125 F. 3d

889, 891 (5th Gir. 1997).

PETI TI ON DEN ED.



