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Agnes Tanyi now Arrey petitions for review of the decision of
the Board of Immgration Appeals (BIA) affirmng the decision of
the inmnmgration judge (1J) that denied her application for
asylum wi thhol ding of deportation, and relief under the
Convention against Torture (CAT). Arrey does not challenge the
determ nation that her asylum application was untinely, and she

has wai ved any challenge to this issue. See Rodriguez v. |NS,

9 F.3d 408, 414 n.15 (5th Gr. 1993).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Arrey does chall enge the adverse credibility determ nation
that rendered her ineligible for w thholding of renoval and
relief under the CAT. “Credibility determ nations are given
great deference. . . . [W] cannot replace the Board or 1J’s
determ nations concerning witness credibility or ultimte factual
findings based on credibility determ nations with [our] own

determnations.” Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 905 (5th Cr

2002). To prevail, Arrey nust show that the evidence conpels a

contrary finding. See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76, 79 (5th Cr.

1994) .

Arrey contends that the IJ inproperly focused on
di screpancies in her nane that were easily explained, that the |J
made erroneous factual findings based on m sunderstandi ngs of her
testinony, that her failure to include parts of her story in her
asyl um application should not be held against her, and that the
| J shoul d have given nore wei ght to her docunentary evidence.
Arrey has not shown that the evidence presented conpels a
conclusion on credibility that is contrary to the one reached by
the 1J. See Chun, 40 F.3d at 79. Accordingly, we may not
reverse the 1J’s finding. See id.
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