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Shal om Ki nf e Andenskel (Andenskel), a citizen of Eritrea,
petitions this court to review the judgnent of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals (BIA) affirmng the decision of the
| nm gration Judge (1J) denying her application for asylum The
| J determ ned that despite sone nostly anmbi guous evi dence of past
persecution, Andenskel failed to establish a well-founded fear of
future persecution. In reaching his decision, the |IJ relied on

evi dence that Andenskel remained in Eritrea w thout neaningfu

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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incident for alnost two years after the | ast clained persecution
and that her father and three sisters remain in Eritrea w thout
harm and al so evi dence of dramatically changed country conditions
contained in the record.

Andenskel argues that the presunption of a well-founded fear
of future persecution was not rebutted and that the IJ did not
anal yze the facts correctly in determ ning the presunption was
rebutted. W disagree. W conclude that the decision is
supported by substantial evidence, and the evidence in the record

does not conpel a contrary conclusion. Mkhael v. I.NS., 115

F.3d 299, 302 (5th Cr. 1997); Gonez-Mejia v. I.N.S., 56 F.3d

700, 702 (5th Gir. 1995).

Wth regard to the clains requesting wthhol ding of renoval
and protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT) raised
in her petition before the 1J, Andenskel correctly recognizes
that the standards for proving entitlenent for wthhol di ng of
renmoval and for w thhol di ng under the CAT are hi gher than that
for asylum Because Andenskel has failed to satisfy the |ower
standard for asylum based on the evidence in this case, she
concedes that it necessarily follows that she has failed to
sati sfy the higher standards for her other two clains.

Andenskel’s petition for review is DEN ED



