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Jafar | brahim Muhammad, a native and citizen of Pakistan,
petitions for review of the decision of the Board of Inmgration
Appeals (BIA) dismssing his appeal fromthe immgration judge’s
(1'J) denial of his application for w thhol ding of deportation and
protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). The BI A
determ ned: Mihamad’ s testinony was not credi bl e, noti ng Muhanmad
clainmed to have been m streated prior to 1984 under the governnent

of Muhanmmad Nawaz Sharif, but that Sharif did not assunme power

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



until 1990. The BI A al so determ ned: Muhammad’ s testinony was
uncorroborated; and he had not been personally harned i n al nost 20
years.

Muhammad contends he is entitled to asylumand w t hhol di ng of
deportation because he has been a victim of past persecution and
has established a well-founded fear of future persecution. He
asserts the BIA's credibility determnation relied on his testinony
regarding the dates that events occurred but did not call into
question his having suffered political persecution. He also
contends he suffered such persecution as recently as 2000, when his
house was burned.

Muhammad conceded before the BIA that his application for
asylum was untinely. Because Muhanmad did not adm nistratively
exhaust his asylum claim by pursuing it before the BIA we |ack
jurisdiction to address it. See Wang v. Ashcroft, 260 F.3d 448,
452-53 (5th Gr. 2001). Additionally, Mihammad has abandoned his
clai munder the CAT by not briefing it in his petition for review.
See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993).

To obtain w thhol di ng of renoval, an applicant “nust showt hat
‘it is nore likely than not’ that his life or freedom would be
t hreat ened by persecution” based on his political opinion, race,
religion, nationality, or nmenbership in a particul ar social group.
Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 906 (5th Gr. 2002) (quoting 8

CF.R 8 208.16(b)(1)). We review for substantial evidence the



BIA s determ nation that an alienis not entitled to w thhol di ng of
renmoval and do not substitute our judgnment of the wtness’'s
credibility for that of the BIAor 1J. See id. at 905-06; Chun v.
INS, 40 F.3d 76, 78 (5th Gr. 1994). The BIA s decision did not
rely solely on discrepancies in the dates of the events as rel ated
by Muhammad, but al so consi dered the uncorroborated nature of his
testinony. Considering the record as a whole, the determ nation
that Muhanmad did not establish entitlenment to w thhol ding of
deportation is supported by substantial evidence. See Chun, 40

F.3d at 79.

DENI ED



