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SLOVITER, Circuit Judge.

Petitioner Omar F. Ahmed, a stateless Palestinian born in Saudi Arabia, petitions
for review of a July 26, 2002 order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”), which
affirmed an Immigration Judge’s decision to deny Ahmed’s applications for asylum and
withholding of deportation. Ahmed contends that he is entitled to asylum as a refugee
because he has a well-founded fear that, if returned to Saudi Arabia, he will be persecuted
as a member of a particular social group under 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(42), i.e., stateless
Palestinians.

Because Ahmed was placed in deportation proceedings before April 1, 1997, and

his final order of deporta






profitable. Each time a Palestinian wishes to change jobs, he must change sponsors for a
fee of 6,000 Riyals (about $1,600).
Ahmed testified about his experience while growing up in Saudi Arabia. He was

barred from certain activities during high school and initially was not allowed to atte 0 atte



United States for four months which, he testified, strengthened his desire to live in the
United States and “make this wonderful country my home.” App. at viii. He returned to
Saudi Arabia but re-entered the United States for the last time in December 1995.

.

The 1J found Ahmed to be credible but denied his application for asylum. He
concluded that Ahmed only showed that Palestinians living in Saudi Arabia are subject to
discrimination but that such discrimination did not rise to the level of persecution. The
BIA affirmed the 1J’s decision to deny Ahmed asylum or withholding of deportation.

We apply a deferential standard of review to the BIA’s decision. While we must
ascertain whether the BIA’s factual determinations are supported by substantial evidence,

Senathirajah v. INS, 157 F.3d 210, 216 (3d Cir. 1998), we may decline to uphold the

BIA’s findings only if the evidence compels a contrary conclusion. INS v. Elias-

Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 n.1 (1992); Abdille v. Ashcroft












holding up disposition of this appeal until that decision is forthcoming.
V.

For the reasons set forth, we will deny Ahmed’s petition for review.
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