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PER CURI AM *
GQurvinder Kaur G111 (“Gl1l”), a citizen of India, and Jasmn
Gll (“Jasmn”), GIl’s mnor daughter, petition for review of an

order fromthe Board of Inmmgration Appeals (“BlIA”) dism ssing

their appeal of the immgration judge's (“1J”) decision to deny
their applications for asylum w thholding of renoval under the
Il mm gration and Nationality Act (“INA”), and w thhol di ng of

renmoval under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT"). Because

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Jasmn’s clains are dependent upon GIl’s clains, only GlI’s
clains require consideration.

G 1l contends that the BIA erred by finding that she did not
establish her eligibility for asylum and w t hhol di ng of renoval
under the INA and CAT. G II’s application for asylum was denied
as untinely. Because GII| has failed to address the tineliness
of her asylum application in her instant petition, that issue is

wai ved. See Rodrigquez v. INS, 9 F.3d 408, 414 n.15 (5th CGr

1993). The BIA affirned the 1J's determnation that GlI’s
testinony alleging past persecution and fear of future
persecution was not credible. As GIl| has failed to show
anything in the record conpelling this court to overturn the
BIAs credibility determnation, that credibility determ nation

cannot be overt urned. See Lopez De Jesus V. INS, 312 F.3d 155,

161 (5th Cr. 2002). G|l has therefore failed to show that the
Bl A’ s deci sion was not supported by substantial evidence. See

M khael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th Cr. 1997). Mbreover,

even if Gll’s testinony was deened to be credible, the record
does not conpel a finding that she net her burden to warrant

wi t hhol di ng of renoval under the INA or the CAT. See Bah v.
Ashcroft, 341 F.3d 348, 352 (5th Gr. 2003); Mkhael, 115 F.3d at
302.

Accordingly, the petition for review is DEN ED



