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PER CURI AM

Khadra Shei k Ahmed Mohanmed, a native and citizen of Sonali a,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeals affirmng wthout opinion the Inmgration Judge s (1J)
deni al of her applications for asylum w thhol ding of renoval, and
for relief under the Convention Against Torture.

Mohanmed takes issue with the [1J's negative credibility
finding. She contends that she qualifies for relief even assum ng
that her claimof rape is fal se and maintains that the rape was not
central to her claim She further asserts that the credibility
determnation was in error because the |IJ failed to take cul tural
consi derations into account, she provi ded a reasonabl e expl anati on
for the discrepancy on the rape claim and the evidence in fact
supports her rape claim

We have thoroughly reviewed the record in light of the 1J's
findi ngs and concl ude that Mohanmed’ s assertions are without nerit.
As the negative credibility determnation is supported by the
record and is entitled to deference, Mhanmed does not qualify for

the relief sought. 8 U S C. 8§ 1252(b)(4) (2000); see Rusu v. INS,

296 F.3d 316, 323 (4th Cr. 2002); Matter of S A, Int. Dec. 3433

(BI'A 2000); Matter of A-S, 21 1. & N Dec. 1106 (BI A 1998).

We accordingly deny the petition for review. W dispense with

oral argunent because the facts and Ilegal 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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