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PER CURI AM

M chael Tsige, a native and citizen of Ethiopia, seeks review
of the decision of the Board of Immgration Appeals (“Board”)
denying his application for asyl umand wi t hhol di ng of deportation.
W have reviewed the adm nistrative record, the Board s order and
the 1J's decision and find substantial evidence supports the
Board’ s conclusion that Tsige failed to establish a well-founded
fear of persecution necessary to qualify for relief from
deportation. See 8 C.F.R 8§ 208.13(b) (2002). W conclude the
record supports the Board' s conclusion that Tsige failed to
establish his eligibility for asylum

The standard for receiving wi thhol di ng of deportationis “nore

stringent than that for asylumeligibility.” Chen v. INS, 195 F. 3d

198, 205 (4th GCr. 1999). An applicant for wthholding nust

denonstrate a clear probability of persecution. |INS v. Cardoza-

Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421, 430 (1987). As Tsige has failed to
establish refugee status, he cannot satisfy the higher standard for
wi t hhol di ng of deportation.

We accordingly deny the petition for review W deny the
notion to file an addendumwi th additi onal docunents. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and legal argunents are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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