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PER CURI AM
Ubong Ji my Essien and Affiong Essi en, husband and wi fe,
and natives and citizens of N geria, petition for review of the
Board of Immgration Appeals’ (“Board”) orders denying their
applications for asylum and wthholding of deportation and
suspensi on of deportation (Ubong Essi en) and wi t hhol di ng of renoval
(Affiong Essien). W have reviewed the adm nistrative record and
the Board’ s orders and find that substantial evidence supports the
conclusion that the Essiens failed to establish past persecution or
a wel |l -founded fear of future persecution in a protected category,
as necessary to qualify for asylum See 8 U S. C. 8§ 1105a(a)(4)
(1994);" 8 CF.R § 1208.13(b) (2003).
Additionally, we uphold the Board's denial of the
Essiens’ applications for wthholding of deportation and/or
removal . The standard for receiving withholding is “nore stringent

than that for asylumeligibility.” Chen v. INS, 195 F. 3d 198, 205

(4th Cr. 1999). An applicant for w thhol ding nust denonstrate a

cl ear probability of persecution. INSv. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U S.

421, 430 (1987). As the Essiens failed to establish refugee

"Al though 8 U . S.C. § 1105a(a)(4) was repealed by the Il egal
Imm gration Reform and Inmmgrant Responsibility Act of 1996
(IIRIRA), Pub. L. No. 104-128, 110 Stat. 3009, effective April 1,
1997, because Ubong Essien’s case was in transition at the tine the
| Il R RA was passed, 8 1105a(a)(4) is applicable here under the terns
of the transitional rules contained in 8 309(c) of the Il R RA
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status, they cannot satisfy the higher standard for w t hhol di ng of
deportation or renoval .

Ubong Essi en petitions for reviewof the Board’ s deci sion
denyi ng suspension of deportation under fornmer INA 8§ 244(a), 8
U S.C § 1254(a) (1994). Section 309(c)(4)(E) of the IIRIRA s
transitional rules provides that “there shall be no appeal of any
di scretionary decision under section . . . 244.” This court “may
review all aspects of the BIA s decision except those that are

commtted to its discretion by law.” Okpa v. INS, 266 F.3d 313,

317 (4th Cir. 2001). Any “decision with respect to whet her extrene
hardship is established is a discretionary one [that the Court] may
not review'”’ Id. Here, the immgration judge denied the
application for suspension of deportation based on his finding that
Ubong Essien failed to denonstrate extrene hardship; the Board
affirmed on that ground. Thus, the decision is not reviewable.
Accordingly, the petition for review is dismssed for
lack of jurisdiction as to the denial of Essien’s request for
suspensi on of deportation. The remainder of the petition for
review i s denied. W also deny Essien’s notion to remand. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

PETI TI ON DI SM SSED I N PART; DEN ED | N PART
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