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PER CURIAM:*

John No Hlai Mang, a native and citizen of Burma, has

petitioned for review of an order to the Board of Immigration

Appeals (“BIA”) affirming the immigrations judge’s (“IJ”)

decision denying his applications for asylum and withholding of

removal and for relief under the Convention Against Torture

(“CAT”).  He also has moved for a stay of deportation.  

In rejecting Mang’s applications, the BIA found that Mang

lacked credibility.  This court generally reviews only the

decision of the BIA, not that of the IJ.  Carbajal-Gonzalez v.
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INS, 78 F.3d 194, 197 (5th Cir. 1996).  Errors of the IJ are

considered only to the extent that they affect the BIA’s

decision.  Id.  Here, because the BIA did not adopt the IJ’s

decision, but issued its own decision, this court reviews the

decision of the BIA.  See Girma v. INS, 283 F.3d 664, 666 (5th

Cir. 2002).  

The BIA articulated cogent reasons, supported by substantial

evidence in the record, for rejecting Mang’s testimony as

incredible.  See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76, 79 (5th Cir. 1994). 

Absent credible testimony by Mang, substantial evidence supports

the BIA’s determination that Mang failed to establish that he was

eligible for asylum and withholding of removal.  See id.  Because

Mang makes only a conclusory statement that he is entitled to

relief under the CAT, he has shown no error in the BIA’s denial

of relief under the CAT.  See Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 907

(5th Cir. 2002).  Accordingly, his petition for review is DENIED.

In light of the disposition of Mang’s petition, his motion

for a stay of deportation also is DENIED.


