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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Pomi Tekle petitions for review of afina order of the Board of
Immigration Appeals (Board) denying her application for asylum and
withholding of deportation. Tekle first takes issue with the Board's
finding that past persecution she suffered under the Mengistu regime
in Ethiopia does not warrant a humanitarian grant of asylum. Wefind
substantial evidence supports the Board's conclusion that the mis-
treatment experienced by Tekle was not severe enough to grant Tekle
asylum based on past persecution alone. See 8 U.S.C. § 1105a(a)(4)
(1994);* Matter of Chen, 201. & N. Dec. 16 (BIA 1989).

Tekle next contends that the Board erred in finding that the pre-
sumption of awell-founded fear of persecution created by her past
persecution in Ethiopia has been rebutted by a showing of a change

in country conditions. We conclude that substantial evidence supports
the Board's finding that the presumption of awell-founded fear of
future persecution created by Tekle's mistreatment under the
Mengistu regime has been rebutted by evidence that Mengistu was
overthrown in May 1991 and a new government established. See 8
C.F.R. § 208.13(b)(2) (1998).

Tekle aso disagrees with the Board's finding that she failed to
demonstrate a well-founded fear of persecution based on her involve-
ment in the opposition group Coalition of Ethiopian Democratic
Forces (COEDF) since her arrival in the United States. After athor-
ough review of the record, we conclude that substantial evidence sup-

*We note that 8 U.S.C. § 1105a(a)(4) was repealed by the Illegal
Immigration Reform Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRA)
effective April 1, 1997. Because this case wasin transition at the time
the IIRIRA was passed, 8 U.S.C. § 1105a(8)(4) is still applicable under
the terms of the transitional rules contained in§ 309(c) of the I RIRA.
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ports the Board's determination that Tekle did not demonstrate a well-
founded fear of persecution on this basis because her involvement in
COEDF has been minimal and she failed to show how the current
government would be aware of her political activities in the United
States. See Huaman-Cornelio v. Board of Immigration Appeals, 979
F.2d 995, 999 (4th Cir. 1992). Finally, Tekle's contention that the
Board applied the wrong standard of law and evidence and abused its
discretion is without merit.

We accordingly affirm the Board's order. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



