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PER CURI AM

Meheret Getahun, a native and citizen of Ethiopia, petitions
for review of a final order of the Board of Inmgration Appeals
(Board) denying her notion to reopen deportation proceedi ngs based
on a claim for protection under the United Nations Convention
Agai nst Torture and O her Cruel, I nhuman, or Degradi ng Treat nent or
Puni shment. Get ahun contends that the Board i nproperly appliedthe
asyl um standard in assessing this claimand failed to give proper
wei ght to rel evant country conditions in finding that she failed to
establish a prima facie case that it is nore |ikely than not she
woul d suffer torture if she returned to Ethiopia. W have revi ewed
the adm nistrative record and the Board’ s decision. W conclude
that the Board applied the correct standard i n eval uati ng Get ahun’s
claim and did not abuse its discretion in denying the notion to

reopen. See Stewart v. INS, 181 F.3d 587, 595 (4th Cr. 1999); 8

C.F.R § 208.16(c)(2) (2002).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

PETI T1 ON DENI ED




