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| shrat Ej az and her m nor son Shahid E az, both citizens of
Paki stan, petition this court for review of the final order of
the Board of Inmgration Appeals which sunmarily affirnmed the
| mm gration Judge’s (“1J”) decision denying their applications
for asylum and w thhol ding of renoval. Shahid s clains are
dependent upon the resolution of Ishrat’s clains. W directly

review the 1J's deci sion. See Soadj ede v. Ashcroft, 324 F. 3d

830, 832 (5th Gir. 2003).

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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| shrat contends that the 1J erred by requiring her to
provi de corroboration of her clains in the absence of a negative
credibility finding. Al though we recognize that the BIA s
corroboration rule has not been addressed by this court, because
the 1J also provided an alternative basis for denying asylum we
decline to address the corroboration issue in this case.

| shrat argues that the |IJ erred by finding that she had not
denonstrated a sufficient nexus between her political opinion and
t he persecution she and other nenbers of her famly allegedly
suffered. |Ishrat also argues that the 1J erred in finding that
her delay in seeking asylumand her two return visits to Pakistan
undercut her claimof a fear of future persecution.

Based upon our review of the record, we conclude that the
| J's decision is supported by substantial evidence and that the
evidence in the record does not conpel a contrary concl usion.

See Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 903-05 (5th Cr. 2002);

M khael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302-04 (5th Cr. 1997). Because

| shrat did not nake the required showing for asylum she al so was

not eligible for withholding of renoval. See Mkhael, 115 F. 3d

at 306 n. 10.

Accordingly, the petitions for review are DEN ED



