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PER CURI AM

Juan Ti not eo- Montes petitions for review of a final order of
the Board of Imm gration Appeals (Board) denying his application
for asylum and w thhol di ng of deportation. Montes first contends
that the Imm gration Judge’'s (1J) adverse credibility finding that
was adopted by the Board is not supported by substantial evidence.
After a thorough review of the record, we concl ude that substanti al
evi dence supports the determ nation that Montes’ account of threats
and beating by the Shining Path lacks credibility and that he
therefore does not qualify for relief. See 8 U S.C. § 1105a(a)(4)
(1994).°

Montes next maintains that the Board's application of a new
standard to assess the 1J's credibility finding and its ultimte
acceptance of the 1J's adverse credibility determ nation deprived
hi m of meani ngful appell ate de novo review. W reject this conten-
tion because the Board properly fulfilled its obligation to conduct
a thorough and i ndependent review of the record and accurately as-

sessed the 1J's credibility findings. See Matter of A'S., Interim

Deci sion 3336 (BI A 1998). W accordingly affirmthe Board s order.

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal conten-

"W note that 8 U.S.C. § 1105a(a)(4) was repeal ed by the
II'legal I'mmgration Reform | nm grant Responsibility Act of 1996
(I'N"RIRA), Pub. L. No. 104-128, 110 Stat. 3009, effective April 1,
1997. Because this case was in transition at the time the Il RIRA
was passed, 8 U . S.C. 8§ 1105a(a)(4) is still applicable under the
terns of the transitional rules contained in § 309(c) of the
I I RI RA.



tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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