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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Abebe seeks a review of the decision of the Board of Immigration
Appeals (Board) denying relief on his application for asylum and
withholding of deportation. Because we find the Board's decision is
supported by substantial evidence, we affirm.

The Immigration and Nationality Act (Act) authorizes the Attorney
General, in her discretion, to confer asylum on any refugee. See 8
U.S.C.A. § 1158(a) (West 1999). The Act defines a refugee as a per-
son unwilling or unable to return to his native country "because of
persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution on account of race,
religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group, or polit-
ical opinion." 8 U.S.C.A. § 1101(a)(42)(A) (West 1999); M.A. v. INS,
899 F.2d 304, 307 (4th Cir. 1990) (en banc).

The immigration court and the Board found Abebe's testimony
regarding his past persecution and fear of future persecution was not
credible and denied asylum on that basis. We review the credibility
findings of the immigration court and the Board for substantial evi-
dence. See Figeroa v. INS, 886 F.2d 76, 78 (4th Cir. 1989). Substan-
tial evidence is evidence that a reasonable person might accept as
adequate to support a conclusion. See Turcios v. INS, 821 F.2d 1396,
1398 (9th Cir. 1987). A reviewing court gives credibility determina-
tions substantial deference provided they are supported by "specific,
cogent reason[s]" for the disbelief. Figeroa, 886 F.2d at 78 (quoting
Turcios, 821 F.2d at 1399).

We find that the Board noted sufficient specific and cogent reasons
to uphold the credibility finding of the immigration court. That deter-
mination is entitled to substantial deference. As a result, we find that
the Board's conclusion that Abebe failed to present reliable evidence
sufficient to establish eligibility for asylum is supported by substantial
evidence.
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The standard for withholding of deportation is more stringent than
that for granting asylum. See INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421,
430-32 (1987). Because Abebe failed to show entitlement to asylum,
he cannot meet the higher standards for withholding deportation.

Finding no error in the Board's's decision, we affirm. We do not
review claims on appeal that were not raised before the Board. See
Tarvand v. INS, 937 F.2d 973, 977 (4th Cir. 1991) (stating that failure
to exhaust administrative remedies precludes appellate review).

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the Court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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