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PER CURI AM !

Neha Pradeepkumar Tailor has petitioned for review of the
deci sion of the Board of Inmgration Appeals (BlIA) dismssing her
appeal from the denial of her application for wthholding of
renmoval under the Inmmgration and nationality Act (I NA).

Tai l or applied for w thhol ding of renoval because of a fear of

persecution based on her “nenbership in a particul ar social group.”

Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5 the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



Tailor contends that the evidence establishes that it is nore
i kely than not that she woul d be persecuted if renoved to |ndia.
Specifically, she contends that she woul d be deni ed enpl oynent and
educati onal opportunities because she is a “westerni zed wonran” and
fears that she “mght” be forced to marry instead of allowed to
pursue an education if she is renoved to India.?

The Immgration Judge (I1J) found that although Tailor
presented a credible application for relief, she failed to
establish her burden of showing that it is nore |ikely than not
that she would be persecuted based upon her nenbership in a
particul ar group. In finding that Tailor was not entitled to
w t hhol di ng of renoval, the IJ concluded that he was “unaware of
any law relating to gender based discrimnation in education and
enpl oynent that qualifies one for asylum or wthholding of
renmoval .” Tailor failed to address or challenge this finding
before the BIA or in her brief in support of her petition for
revi ew.

Because Tailor has failed to address this finding, which is
critical to a determnation of her entitlenment to relief under

section 1231, she has waived any challenge to that finding. See

2The only evidence that such a marriage mght occur is
Tailor’s testinony that all her female relatives living in India
had had arranged nmarriages; there is no evidence any of them (or
anyone el se) intended or were planning to arrange a nmarriage for
Tailor. And, Tailor testified she did not think she would have
anything to fear if she refused to marry.
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Cal deron-Ontiveros v. INS, 809 F.2d 1050, 1052 (5th Cir. 1986).°3
Accordingly, Tailor’s petition is

DENI ED.

*We also note that the 1J (and BIA) found that the
“discrimnation” Tailor (who had never been subject to any past
persecution) would likely face in India would not ®“anmount to
persecution” so as to entitle her to wi thhol ding of renoval under
the | NA The record does not conpel a contrary conclusion or
finding. See, e.g., Eduard v. Ashcroft, 379 F. 3d 182, 187 n.4, 188
(5th Gr. 2004).



