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PER CURI AM

Am r Hussein Habi b I brahim(“I1brahin), his wife, Eshraga
Sal ah Mabrouk, and their two mnor children, citizens of Sudan
petition for reviewof an order of the Board of |Inmgration Appeal s
affirmng, wthout opinion, the inmmgration judge's order denying
| brahimis applications for asylum and w thholding of renoval.
| brahimis the primary applicant for asylum the clains of his wife
and children are derivative of his application. See 8 U S. C A
§ 1158(b)(3) (West 1999 & Supp. 2004); 8 C.F.R § 1208.21(a)
(2004) .

In his petition for review, |brahim disputes the
immgration judge’'s finding that he was firmy resettled in the
United Arab Emrates. W have reviewed the adm nistrative record
and find no error in the immgration judge s conclusion that
| brahim was firmy resettled and is thus ineligible for asylum

See 8 U.S.C. § 1158(b)(2)(A)(vi) (2000); Missie v. INS, 172 F.3d

329, 331-32 (4th Cr. 1999). | brahim al so takes issue with the
immgration judge' s finding that his clains | acked credibility and
contends that he suffered past persecution and faces future
persecution in Sudan due to his political beliefs. As the firm
resettlenment bar to asylum applies here and Ibrahimis therefore
i neligible for asylum we need not address these additional clains.

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review 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.
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