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Armando Ozuna- Sol orzano, a native and citizen of Guatemal a,
petitions this court for review of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s’ (“BIA”) decision affirmng the Inmgration Judge's (“1J”)
denial of his applications for asylum and wthholding of
deportati on. OQzuna contends that he has established past
persecution on account of his political opinion, and t he Respondent
has failed to rebut the ensuing presunptions by a preponderance of

the evidence that the conditions in Guatermal a have fundanental |y

1 Pursuant to 5THAQR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



changed so that he no longer has a well-founded fear of future
persecution and so that his life or freedomwoul d not be threatened
upon his return.

When, as in this case, the BIA adopts the [J's decision

wthout a witten opinion, this court reviews the |J's decision.

M khael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th Cr. 1997). This court wl|
uphold the 1J’'s determnation that an alien is not eligible for
asylum or wthholding of deportation if it is supported by

substanti al evidence. Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F. 3d 899, 903 (5th Cir

2002).

After careful review of the record and the briefs, this court
concludes that the [1J's determnation that there has been a
fundanental change in Guatemala such that Ozuna no |onger has a
wel | - founded fear of persecution is substantially reasonable. See

Carbajal -Gonzalez v. I.N.S., 78 F. 3d 194, 197 (5th Cr. 1996). An

alien who does not neke the required show ng for asylum is not

eligible for withhol ding of deportation. See Mkhael, 115 F. 3d at

306 & n. 10.

Ozuna has failed to exhaust his admnistrative renedies as to
his claimfor a discretionary grant of asylum Thus, this court
| acks jurisdiction to reviewthe claim See 8 U S.C

§ 1252(d)(1); Wtter v. I.N.S., 113 F.3d 549, 554 (5th Gir. 1997).

Qzuna’ s petition for reviewis

DENI ED.



