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Fouad Moh D. Alninmer, his wife, and his four children, al
citizens of Jordan, petition for review of an order fromthe
Board of Immgration Appeals ("BIA") sunmarily affirmng the
immgration judge's ("1J") decision to deny their application for

asylum wi thhol ding of renoval, and relief under the Convention

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Agai nst Torture ("CAT"). The Alninmers first argue that the BIA' s
procedure for Affirmance Wthout Qpinion ("AWD') results in a
systematic "churning out" of AWDXs that prejudices their statutory
right to appeal and that the BIA inproperly used the AW
procedure in this case. W have already held that the AWD
procedure does not lead to the inference that the Bl A did not
conduct the required review and does not viol ate due process, and

we find no error in the present case. See Soadjede v. Ashcroft,

324 F.3d 830, 832 (5th Cr. 2003).

The Al niners al so argue that they established past
persecution and a well-founded fear of future persecution
primarily because of threatening tel ephone calls they received
fromlragis while in Jordan from 1990 to 1999 and because the
Jordani an governnent forced M. Alninmer to close a weekly
newspaper. After reviewing the record and the briefs, we
conclude that the decision is supported by substantial evidence
and that the evidence in the record does not conpel a concl usion

contrary to that reached by the IJ and BIA. See INS v.

Eli as- Zacarias, 502 U S. 478, 483-84 (1992); Mkhael v. INS,

115 F. 3d 299, 302 (5th G r. 1997). W also note that, with
respect to the CAT, the Alniners conceded in their brief before
the BIA that the evidence was insufficient to obtain protection
under this provision.

The petition for review is DEN ED.



