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PER CURI AM

Lili ana Mektesheva, a native and citizen of Kazakhstan,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s affirmng w thout opinion a decision of the immgration
j udge denying her application for asylum w thhol ding of renoval,
and relief under the Convention Against Torture.” W have revi ewed
the record and t he deci sion of the i nm gration judge, designated by
the Board as the final agency determnation, and hold that
substantial evidence supports the immgration judge s conclusion
t hat Mektesheva failed to establish the past persecution or well-
founded fear of future persecution necessary to establish

eligibility for asylum See INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S. 478,

483 (1992) (the burden of proof is on the alien to establish

eligibility for asylum; 8 CF. R § 1208.13(a) (2004) (sane). W

will reverse the Board only if the evidence was so conpel ling

that no reasonable fact finder could fail to find the requisite

fear of persecution. Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 325 n.14 (4th

Cir. 2002) (quoting Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S. at 483-84). W find

no such conpel ling evidence.
Mekt esheva chal | enges the Board s use of the streamined

appeal procedures of 8 C.F.R § 1003.1(a)(7) (2004). W have

"Mekt esheva does not challenge the denial of withholding of
removal or relief under the Convention Against Torture in this
court.



recently rejected challenges to these procedures in Blanco de

Bel bruno v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 272 (4th Gr. 2004). In addition

we concl ude that Mektesheva' s challenge to the use of the procedure

in her case is without nerit. As we stated in Blanco de Bel bruno,

“[i1]f the [Board]’'s practices result in a decision that allows a
non- harm ess error to slip through, there is always the avenue of
an appeal to the court to correct the error.” 1d. at 281. Here,
we find no such error.

We deny Mektesheva’s notion to place this appeal in
abeyance pendi ng the outconme of her application for adjustnent of
status. W deny the petition for review. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not
ai d the decisional process.
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