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PER CURI AM

|l esanmi Odunwol e Laroja, a native and citizen of Nigeria
petitions for review of a final order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (Board) affirmng w thout opinion the Immgration Judge’s
(1J) denial of asylum and w thhol ding of renoval.

Laroja challenges the 1J's negative credibility finding,
asserting that the I'J m sunderstood his testinony, placed too nmuch
wei ght on m nor inconsistencies, and that the 1J's findings were
contrary to the evidence in the record. W have thoroughly revi ened
the record inlight of the 1J s findings and concl ude that Laroja’ s
assertions are without nerit. See 8 U S.C. § 1252(b)(4) (2000);

Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 323 (4th Cr. 2002); Mtter of S A-,

Int. Dec. 3433 (BIA 2000); Matter of A-S-, 21 1. & N Dec. 1106

(Bl A 1998) .

Laroja al so contends that the Board abused its discretion in
affirmng the 1J's findings without opinion and failed to properly
eval uate his appeal. As these clains are nerely nmentioned in
Laroja’'s brief and are entirely undevel oped, we find that they have

been abandoned. Edwards v. City of Goldsboro, 178 F.3d 231, 241

n.6 (4th Cr. 1999).
We accordingly deny Laroja’ s petition for review. W di spense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are



adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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