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PER CURI AM

Petitioners Negussu Dem ssie (“Dem ssie”) and Kirubel
Negussu (“Negussu”), natives and citizens of Ethiopia, petition for
review of an order of the Board of Inmigration Appeals (“Board”)
di sm ssing their appeal fromthe inmgration judge s order denying
their applications for asylumand w t hhol di ng of renpoval. Dem ssie
is the primary applicant for asylum the clainms of his son,
Negussu, are derivative of his application. See 8 US.C
§ 1158(b)(3) (2000); 8 C.F.R § 1208.21(a) (2003).

Rat her than challenging the nerits of the Board' s
decision on appeal, the Petitioners contend that the Board
erroneously failed to address one of their issues, testinony, and
much docunentation of record, in violation of their due process
rights. W have reviewed this challenge and find it to be w thout
merit. As we have previously stated, the “Board need not
‘wite an exegesis on every contention. Wat is requiredis nmerely
that it consider the issues raised and announce its decision in
terms sufficient to enable a reviewing court to perceive that it

has heard and thought and not nerely reacted.’” Casalena v. INS,

984 F.2d 105, 107 (4th Cr. 1993) (citing Becerra-Jimnez v. INS

829 F. 2d 996, 1000 (10th Cr. 1987)). W find the Board’ s opinion
to be nore than adequate to satisfy due process.
We therefore deny the petition for review W dispense

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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