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Al exi e Kroupko petitions for review of an order of the
Board of Immgration Appeals (BIA) affirmng the immgration
judge’s (1J) decision to deny his application for asylum or
wi t hhol di ng of deportation. Kroupko argues that the errors and
irregularities in his proceedings before the |J and the BIA

violated his right to due process. He contends further that he has

Pursuant to 5THQR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



establi shed past persecution and a well-founded fear of future
persecution if he were to return to Russi a.

Kroupko is unable to carry his burden of show ng that he
was substantially prejudiced by the alleged error and irregul ari -
ties in his proceedings, nor is he able to “mke a prim facie
show ng that he was eligible for asylumand that he coul d have nade

a strong showi ng i n support of his application.” See Anwar v. INS,

116 F.3d 140, 144 (5th Gr. 1997). Furthernore, the BIA did not
abuse its discretionin refusing to reopen Kroupko’s case. See Efe

v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 904 (5th Gr. 2002).

The BIA's decision is supported by substantial evidence
and the evidence in the record does not conpel a contrary concl u-

sion. See Ontunez-Tursios v. Ashcroft, 303 F. 3d 341, 350 (5th Cr

2002); Grma v. INS, 283 F.3d 664, 669 (5th Gr. 2002). Conse-

quently, Kroupko also has not made the requisite showing for
w t hhol ding of renoval. See Grma, 283 F.3d at 666-67. Accord-

ingly, the petition for review is DEN ED.



