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PER CURIAM:*

This is a petition for review from the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (BIA) order dismissing

a petition for asylum and withholding of deportation.  Samir Valani argues that he is entitled to

asylum because he was persecuted while living in India and he has a well-founded fear that he will

be persecuted if he returns to that country.  He argues that the BIA should not have incorporated the

erroneous findings of the Immigration Judge that Valani was not a credible witness and that he failed

to show that he suffered past persecution and has a well-founded fear of future persecution.

We have reviewed the record and have determined that there is substantial evidence to

support the BIA’s determination that Valani was not a credible witness.  See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d

76, 78 (5th Cir. 1994).  We also conclude that there is substantial evidence to support the BIA’s
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determination that Valani has not meet his burden of proof for the purposes of asylum or withholding

of deportation.  See id.; see also Rivera-Cruz v. INS, 948 F.2d 962, 966 (5th Cir. 1991)(stating that,

for asylum, alien must prove a “well-founded” fear of prosecution upon return); Rivera-Cruz, 948

F.2d at 966 (stating that, for withholding of deportation, alien must prove a “clear probability” of

persecution upon return).  Valani’s petition for review of the BIA order dismissing his petition for

asylum and withholding of deportation is DENIED.  See Jukic v. INS, 40 F.3d 747, 749 (5th Cir.

1994).  


