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PER CURI AM

Ladi slas Edne L. Matsiona, a native and citizen of the
Republic of Congo, petitions this Court for review of the Board of
Il mm gration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order summarily affirmng the
immgration judge’'s denial of Mtsiona's requests for asylum
wi t hhol di ng of renoval, and voluntary departure. Mat si ona al so
alleges that the BIA erred in affirmng the decision of the
immgration judge w thout opinion, after review by a single BIA
menber, in accordance with the procedure set out in 8 CF R
§ 1003.1(a)(7) (2003). For the followi ng reasons, Matsiona' s
petition for review is denied.

As a threshold matter, we have reviewed Matsiona's
chal l enges to the BIA's use of the procedure for streamnlined review

and find them to be without nerit. See Falcon Carriche v.

Ashcroft, 335 F.3d 1009, 2003 W 21639040, *1 (9th Cr. July 14,

2003); Georgis v. Ashcroft, 328 F.3d 962, 967 (7th Cr. 2003);

Mendoza v. United States Att’'y Gen., 327 F.3d 1283, 1288-89 (1l1th

Cir. 2003); Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 832-33 (5th Cr.

2003); Gonzalez-Oropeza v. United States Att’'y Gen., 321 F. 3d 1331,

1333-34 (11th G r. 2003); Al bathani v. INS, 318 F.3d 365, 375-79

(st CGr. 2003). W further find that summary affirmance was
appropriate in this case wunder the factors set forth in

§ 1003.1(a)(7)(ii).



Turning to the substance of the immgration judge’s
decision, we find no error in the determnation that Matsiona is
ineligible for asylum This court may not reverse a denial of
asyl umunl ess “mani festly contrary to law,” and cannot revisit the
underling factual determ nations unl ess “any reasonabl e adj udi cat or
would be conpelled to conclude to the contrary.” 8 US.C
8 1252(b)(4)(B), (O (2000). «Qur reviewof the record presents no
basis to overturn the immgration judge' s adverse credibility

determ nati on. See Figeroa v. INS, 886 F.2d 76, 78 (4th Cr.

1989). Nor do we find error in the immgration judge’ s concl usion
that Matsiona' s corroborating evidence failed to substantiate his

al l egations. See Khan v. INS, 237 F.3d 1143, 1144 (9th Cr. 2001).

Hence, Matsiona fails to denonstrate error in the inmgration
j udge’ s deni al of asylum

Wth respect to Matsiona’s cl ai ns regardi ng t he deni al of
wi t hhol di ng of renoval and his request for voluntary departure, we
find neither presents a basis for relief. The standard for
wi t hhol ding of renoval is nore stringent than that for granting

asylum Chen v. INS, 195 F.3d 198, 205 (4th Cr. 1999); hence,

Mat siona’ s challenge to the denial of his request for wthhol ding
of renoval presents no i ndependent error. Furthernore, this court
| acks jurisdiction to review the discretionary decision to deny

Mat siona’s request for voluntary departure. See Ckpa v. INS, 266

F.3d 313, 317 (4th Gir. 2001); 8 C.F.R § 240.25(c) (2002).
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Accordingly, we deny Matsiona’'s petition for review. W
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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