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Deogratias Rukandira, a citizen of Burundi, petitions for
review of the final order of the Board of Inmgration Appeals
(“BIA"). The BIA's decision affirnmed, wthout opinion, the
decision of the Immgration Judge (“1J”) that denied Rukandira
asylum and w thholding of renoval. Rukandira’s notion for

appoi nt ment of counsel is DEN ED

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Rukandi ra contends that the BIA s affirmance w thout opinion
deprived him of due process. W have rejected this argunent

Soadj ede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 832-33 (5th Gr. 2003).

Rukandi ra asserts that he established past persecution and
that a well-founded fear of persecution. He asserts that from
Cctober 1998 to August 2000, his honme was burglarized, he was
assaulted in the street, his wife was attacked and injured in an
aut onobi |l e accident, he received threatening phone calls, and a
grenade expl oded near his hone. Rukandira argues that persons paid
by t he Gover nnent perpetrated these i nci dents because Rukandi ra was
affiliated with and supported the Av-Intwari party.

We review | egal conclusions de novo and findings of fact for

substanti al evi dence. Lopez- Gonez v. Ashcroft, 263 F.3d 442, 444

(5th Gr. 2001). W wll not reverse a BIA decision unless the

evi dence is so conpelling that no reasonable fact-finder could

conclude against it.’”” Min v. Ashcroft, 335 F.3d 415, 419 (5th

Cr. 2003).

To establish eligibility for asylum an alien nust denonstrate
that he was persecuted or that he has a well-founded fear of
persecution on account of “race, religion, nationality, nenbership

in a particular social group, or political opinion.” Lopez-&nez,

263 F. 3d at 444-45. Persecutionis the “infliction of suffering or

harm under governnent sanction.” Abdel-Msieh v. INS, 73 F.3d

579, 583 (5th Gr. 1996). A fear is considered well-founded if the

alien can establish, to a reasonabl e degree, that his returnto his
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country would be intolerable. Mkhael v. INS 115 F.3d 299, 305

(5th Gir. 1997).

The 1J concluded that Rukandira did not establish past
persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution based on any of
the statutorily-enunerated grounds. After review ng the record and
the briefs, we conclude that the 1J's decision as adopted by the
Bl A is supported by substantial evidence and that the record does
not conpel a contrary concl usion. See Mdin, 335 F.3d at 419;

Lopez- Gonez, 263 F.3d at 444-45.

The standard for w thhol ding of renoval is nore stringent than
the standard for granting asylum M khael, 115 F.3d at 306.
Rukandi ra had to show that a clear probability exists that he wll
be persecuted if he is renoved. 1d. Rukandira did not nmake the
required showing for asylum thus, he is not eligible for
wi t hhol ding of renoval. Id. at 306 & n.l10. Accordingly,
Rukandira’s petition for review is DEN ED.

PETI TI ON FOR REVI EWDENI ED;, MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT OF COUNSEL

DENI ED.



