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PER CURI AM *
Husain Rafik Kurji, a native and citizen of India, petitions

for review of (1) an order fromthe Board of |Inm gration Appeals
(BIA) summarily affirmng the inmgration judge' s (1J) decision
to deny his application for w thhol ding of renoval under the

| mm gration and Nationality Act (I NA), wthholding of renoval
under the Convention Against Torture (CAT), and voluntary

departure and (2) an order fromthe BIA denying his notion to

reconsider. The |IJ determned that Kurji’s testinony was not

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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credi bl e.

Kurji argues that the 1J’s adverse credibility finding was
not supported by substantial evidence. He contends that the |J
poi nted out only one mnor inconsistency between his application
and his testinony concerning the | ocation of his cousins’ rapes
and their father’s nurder and that he gave a reasonabl e
expl anation of the inconsistency at the hearing. However, the |J
provi ded many cogent reasons for finding that Kurji was not
credi bl e, and those reasons were anply supported by the record.

See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76, 79 (5th Cr. 1994). As Kurji

concedes, his testinony and application were inconsistent
concerning the location of his cousins’ rapes and their father’s
murder —the application states that the incidents occurred
during a riot in Bonbay and Kurji testified that they occurred
during ariot in Surat. Kurji’s vague explanation that there
were riots in both Bonbay and Surat does not account for the

di screpancy. Furthernore, Kurji’s assertion that this was the
only inconsistency noted by the IJ is incorrect. The |IJ also
correctly determned that the information given by Kurji
concerni ng how many tines he was arrested by police, the dates
and | ocations of those arrests, and whether he was tortured by
police during those arrests was inconsistent, vague, and
confusing. Accordingly, the record does not conpel a credibility

determ nation contrary to that of the IJ. See Lopez De Jesus V.

INS, 312 F.3d 155, 161 (5th Gr. 2002).
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Kurji also contends that the 1J did not fully consider his
application for wthhol ding of renoval under the CAT. He asserts
that the 1J should have separated the anal ysis of his claimunder
the CAT fromthe credibility analysis used to consider his
requests for asylum and w thhol di ng of renoval under the I NA
because “there is a general atnosphere of torture to Islama
Muslinms in India” that the IJ should have considered i n making
its CAT determ nation. However, because the record does not
support Kurji’'s conclusory assertion that there is a general
at nosphere of torture toward Muslins in India, the 1J s adverse
determ nation concerning Kurji’s credibility was directly

relevant to the issue whether it was nore |likely than not that

Kurji would be tortured upon his return to India. See Efe v.
Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 907-08 (5th G r. 2002).

In a related claim Kurji argues that his application was
not forwarded to the Departnent of State for an advisory opinion
as is required under 8 CF.R 8 208.11 and that the |J failed to
consider country conditions when denying himrelief. However,
the record indicates that Kurji’s application was in fact
forwarded to the Departnent of State. Furthernore, the record
contains several reports of country conditions, and Kurji does
not provide any evidence, other than the 1J’s failure to nention
the reports in his decision, indicating that the 1J did not in

fact consider the reports.
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Kurji also argues that the BIA's summary affirmance of the
| J's decision violated his due process rights. As Kurji
concedes, this court has upheld the BIA's summary affirnmance
procedure, determning that it does not violate due process. See

Soadj ede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 832-33 (5th Gr. 2003).

Accordingly, this claimis without nerit.

Kurji’s petitions for review of the BIA' s orders are DEN ED.



