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Orlando Mejia-Acosta, a native and citizen of El Salvador, petitions pro se

for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his

appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for

asylum and withholding of removal.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. 
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We review for substantial evidence the agency’s factual findings, Chebchoub v.

INS, 257 F.3d 1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001), and review de novo due process claims,

Vasquez-Zavala v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 1105, 1107 (9th Cir. 2003).  We deny the

petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination

based on discrepancies between Mejia-Acosta’s testimony and his asylum

application regarding the nature and circumstances of the threats made against him

and his father.  See Chebchoub, 257 F.3d at 1043 (inconsistencies that relate to the

basis for the petitioner’s fear of persecution go to the heart of the claim).  In the

absence of credible testimony, Mejia-Acosta’s asylum and withholding of removal

claims fail.  See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

We reject Mejia-Acosta’s contention that the IJ denied him adequate time to

prepare and present his claims.  See Larita-Martinez v. INS, 220 F.3d 1092, 1095

(9th Cir. 2000) (requiring error and prejudice to prevail on a due process claim). 

We also reject his contention that the BIA failed to adequately review the evidence

in his case.  See id. at 1095-96 (requiring alien to overcome presumption that BIA

considered all the relevant evidence).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


