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PER CURI AM

Nardos T. Anmsalu, a native and citizen of Ethiopia,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (“Board”). The order affirned, wthout opinion, the
i mm gration judge’ s order denying Ansal u’ s applications for asylum
wi t hhol di ng of renoval, and protection under the Conventi on Agai nst
Torture. For the reasons di scussed bel ow, we deny the petition for
review.

Amsal u first challenges the immgration judge' s finding
that she failed to denonstrate past persecution and a wel |l -founded
fear of future persecution. The decision to grant or deny asylum
relief is conclusive “unless manifestly contrary to the | aw and an
abuse of discretion.” 8 U S C 8§ 1252(b)(4)(D) (2000). W find
substantial evidence supports the immgration judge s conclusion
that Ansalu failed to establish her eligibility for asylum See 8

C.F.R § 1208.13(a) (2003); Gonahasa v. INS, 181 F.3d 538, 541 (4th

Cr. 1999). Because an asylum applicant nust show a “clear
probability” of persecution to be entitled to wthholding of
renmoval , a higher standard than an asylumclains requirenent of a
wel | -founded fear of persecution, we also hold that the i mm gration
j udge properly denied Anmsal u’ s petition for w thhol ding of renoval.

See Bl anco de Bel bruno v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 272, 2004 W. 603501,

at *12 (4th Gr. Mar. 29, 2004) (No. 02-2142). Finally, we hold

that substantial evidence supports the immgration judge's



determ nation that Ansalu did not establish that it was nore |ikely
than not that she would be tortured if renoved to Ethiopia, see 8
CFR 8 208.16(c)(2), and thus, that the inmgration judge
properly denied Anmsalu’'s petition for protection under the

Convention Agai nst Torture.

Next, Amsalu clains that the Board abdicated its
responsibility to provide a reasoned opinion in affirmng the
deci sion of the inmm gration judge w thout opinion, after review by
a single Board nenber, in accordance with the procedure set out in
8 CF.R § 1003.1(a)(7) (2003). Ansalu clains the Board' s sunmary
affirmance procedures deny her due process under the Fifth
Amendnent. W have revi ewed Ansal u’s due process challenge to the
Board’ s use of its stream ined procedures and find it neritless.

See Bl anco de Bel bruno, 362 F.3d 272, 2004 W. 603501, at *6-*8.

Accordingly, we deny Amsalu’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.
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