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PER CURI AM

Al emayehu B. Asfaw, a native and citizen of Ethiopia,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (Board) denying his application for asylumand w t hhol di ng
of renoval. W have reviewed the record provided by the parties and
t he deci sion of the Board.

Asfaw chal | enges the negative credibility findings nade by the
immgration judge and affirnmed by the Board. W have revi ewed the
immgration judge's credibility determnation and find it to be
supported by specific, cogent reasoning and therefore entitled to

substantial deference. Figeroa v. INS, 886 F.2d 76, 78 (4th G

1989). We hold that the Board’ s conclusion that Asfaw failed to

establish eligibility for asylumis not manifestly contrary to the

| aw or an abuse of discretion. 8 U S.C. 8§ 1254(b)(4)(D) (2000).
The standard for receiving wthholding of renoval is “nore

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

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

denonstrate a clear probability of persecution. |INS v. Cardoza-
Fonseca, 480 U. S. 421, 430 (1987). As Asfaw failed to establish
entitlement to asylum he cannot satisfy the higher standard for
wi t hhol di ng of renoval.

We accordingly deny the petition for review. W dispense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal argunents are adequately



presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.
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