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Manka Bih O arise, petitioner, seeks review of a final order
of the Board of Inmm gration Appeals (“Board”) affirm ng an order of
the imm gration court denyi ng her application for political asylum
For the followi ng reasons, we affirm

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.



Petitioner is a native of Canmeroon and entered the United
States under a business visa that was obtai ned under the pretense
that she was a nodel hired to work at a fashion show in Atlanta
Ceorgi a. She overstayed her visa and she concedes renovability
under INA 8§ 237(a)((1)(B), 8 U S.C. 1227(a)(1)(B). Petitioner now
seeks asylumin this country and w t hhol ding of renoval on grounds
that she has suffered past persecution in Canmeroon on account of
her political affiliation wth the Southern Caneroon National
Council (“SCNC’). The inmm gration judge denied Clarise’'s petition
for asylum because he had “reason to doubt the respondent’s
veracity due to the fact that her testinony was inplausible and
internally inconsistent.” Petitioner appeals, arguing that the
immgration judge’'s order was not supported by substantial
evi dence.

1.

We ordinarily review orders of the Board of |nmmgration of
Appeals (“BIA”), not the immgration judge (“1J”). |In the instant
case, however, the BIA affirnmed the 1J’s order w thout opinion; we

therefore reviewthe findings of the IJ. See Chun v. INS, 40 F. 3d

76, 78 (5th Cr.1994). W review the admnistrative findings of
fact as conclusive unless any reasonable adjudicator would be
conpelled to conclude to the contrary. Id. Thus, we nmay not
reverse the agency’s factual determ nations unless we “find not
only that the evidence supports a contrary conclusion, but that it

conpels it.” |d.



The 1J found the petitioner was not credible for severa
reasons. First, he found Carise’s testinony that her father was
bei ng sought by the governnent as a nenber of the SCNC in conflict
wth an official docunent submtted by Cdarise stating that
authorities were not actually seeking out nenbers of the SCNC
Second, the 1J found the fact that petitioner’s application for
asylum stated that she joined another mlitant political group
known as CAM ( Caner oon Angl af one Movenent), was inconsistent with
the fact that she made no nention of joining CAMin her testinony
before the 1J. Third, the judge found inconsistencies in
petitioner’s testinony and application wth the supporting
docunents she submtted regarding an incident in which she was
purportedly beaten. Fourth, he found her statenent that she was a
| eader of the youth wing of the SCNC inconsistent with her
testinony that she was a public relations person for the SCNC
Fifth, petitioner testified that she had been ki dnapped and that
after her release, she ran to her uncle’'s house a mle away. The
statenent attached to her application, however, stated that the
i ndi vidual s who freed her, took her hone. Finally, the IJ found no
pl ausi bl e explanation for petitioner’s failure to produce the
testinony of her uncle who lived in Texas.

Under the very deferential standard we afford to the trier of
fact, we conclude that the 1J’s credibility finding was reasonabl e
based on the record and was supported by substantial evidence. W

therefore deny the petition for review
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