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PER CURI AM

Sosena Mengesha, a native and citizen of Ethiopia, petitions
for review of an order of the Board of |Immgration Appeals
(“Board”). The order affirnmed, w thout opinion, the inmgration
judge’s order denying Mengesha's applications for asylum and
wi t hhol di ng of renoval.

On appeal, Mengesha's sole claimis that the Board erred in
desi gnati ng her case as appropriate for affirmance w t hout opi ni on,
after review by a single Board nenber, in accordance with the
procedure set out in 8 CF.R 8 1003.1(a)(7) (2003). This section
all ows a single Board nenber to enter an order affirmng the result
of the inmmgration judge's decision if the result reached is
correct; any errors are harmess or nonmaterial; and either the
i ssue on appeal is squarely controlled by Board or federal circuit
court precedent and does not involve application of precedent to a
novel fact situation, or the factual and | egal questions raised are
so insubstantial that three-nenber review is not warranted. 8
CF.R 81003.1(a)(7)(ii). W reject Mengesha' s challenges to the
Board’ s use of the procedure in her case based on our finding that
summary affirmance was appropriate in this case under the factors
set forth in § 1003.1(a)(7)(ii).

Accordingly, we deny Mengesha s petition for review W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

PETI T1 ON DENI ED




