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PER CURI AM

Taha Abdi n Mohaned Arsad, a native and citizen of Sudan,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (Board) affirmng the immgration judge s denial of his
application for asylumand w t hhol di ng of renoval. The Board rul ed
that Arsad failed to present sufficient corroborative evidence in
support of his claim Arsad contends that his testinony was
credi bl e and corroborated and was therefore sufficient. To obtain
reversal of a determnation denying eligibility for relief, an
alien “nmust show that the evidence he presented was so conpelling
that no reasonable factfinder could fail to find the requisite fear

of persecution.” INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S. 478, 483-84

(1992). We have reviewed the evidence of record and concl ude t hat
Arsad fails to show that the evidence conpels a contrary result.
Nor can Arsad showthat he was entitled to w thhol di ng of
renoval under 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1231(b)(3) (2000). *“Because the burden of
proof for w thholding of renoval is higher than for asylum-even
t hough the facts that nust be proved are the same--an applicant who
isineligible for asylumis necessarily ineligible for wthhol di ng

of removal under [8 U.S.C.] 8 1231(b)(3).” Camara v. Ashcroft, 378

F.3d 361, 367 (4th Cr. 2004).
W reject Arsad’'s argunents that he was denied due
process at the hearing before the immgration judge. “In order to

prevail on a due process challenge to a deportation or asylum



hearing, an alien nmust denonstrate that he was prejudiced by any

such violation.” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 320 (4th Cr. 2002).

The asyl um applicant nmust show “that better procedures are |ikely
to have nade a difference in the outconme of his hearing.” 1d. at
324. Arsad fails to show such prejudice.

We deny the petition for review. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not
aid the decisional process.
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