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Val entina Mengjesi, a citizen of Al bania, petitions for
review of the Board of Inmmgration Appeals (“BlIA’) per curiam
opinion affirmng the immgration judge's (“1J”) decision to deny
her application for asylum w thholding of renoval, or for relief
under the Convention Against Torture.

Mengj esi argues that the |1J erred in not requiring the
INS to show that the governnent’s acts of persecution are limted

to a clearly delineated geographical area and that the applicant

"Pursuant to 5THCGR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



need not fear a |likelihood of persecution in other regions of the
nati on. Were an applicant does not show past persecuti on and does
not denonstrate that a national governnent is the persecutor, the
appl i cant bears the burden of show ng that the “persecution is not

geographically limted in such a way that relocation wthin the

applicant’s country of origin would be unreasonable.” Lopez-&nez

v. Ashcroft, 263 F.3d 442, 445 (5th Gr. 2001). Because Mengj esi

failed to establish past persecution and did not denonstrate that
t he governnment was the persecutor, the IJ was not required to shift
the burden to the INS. See id.

Mengj esi next argues that she was deni ed due process when
the 1J disall owed expert testinony because the expert’s curricul um
vitae and published articles were not provided to the Governnent
and the court prior to the hearing. Mengjesi failed to nake an
initial show ng of substantial prejudice to support her due process

claim See Anwar v. INS, 116 F.3d 140, 144 (5th Cr. 1997).

Mengj esi argues for the first tinmeinthis court that the
|J erred by not applying a mxed notives analysis to her asylum
claim This court will not reviewclains Mengjesi first raises in
her brief, as she has not exhausted her adm ni strative renedi es as

to those clains. See WAang v. Ashcroft, 260 F.3d 448, 452-53 (5th

Cr. 2001); 8 USC § 1252(d)(1). Al t hough Mengjesi also
requested w thholding of deportation and protection under the
Convention Agai nst Torture, she does not raise these issues in her

brief and they are deened abandoned. See Rodrigquez v. INS, 9 F. 3d
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408, 414 n.15 (5th Gr. 1993); Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222,

224-25 (5th Gir. 1993).

Accordingly, the petition for review is DEN ED.



