IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-60649
Summary Cal endar

BERTA JULI ETA GUZNMAN- BARRI OS; CARLCS
HUVBERTO CATALAN- GUSMAN, CELI A FERNANDA
CATALAN- GUSMVAN; EDGAR ROLANDO CATALAN- BARRI S,

Petitioners,

ver sus
| MM GRATI ON AND NATURALI ZATI ON SERVI CE

Respondent .

Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of I mm gration Appeals
A72 409 075
A29 415 720
A29 415 721
A29 415 722

J-ul-y 1, 1996
Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Berta Julieta Guzman-Barrios (Berta) and her children,
Carl os Hunberto Catal an- Gusman, Celia Fernanda Cat al an- Gusman

and Edgar Rol ando Catal an-Barrios, petition for review of the

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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Board of Imm gration Appeals' (BIA) order denying the petitions
for asylum and suspensi on of deportation.

In challenging the asylumruling, the petitioners argue that
the BI A ignored the enornous anmount of circunstantial evidence
and i nproperly focused on certain facts in the record. They
contend that the past activities of Berta' s husband, brother,
sister, and deceased brother-in-law have been inputed on Berta by
t he Guat emal an governnent and that if she and her children return
to Guatenmala, they will be subjected to further persecution. The
evi dence of record does not conpel a contrary concl usion than
that reached by the BIA and there is substantial evidence to

support the BIA's findings. See Ozdemr v. INS, 46 F.3d 6, 7-8

(5th Gr. 1994).

In challenging the BIA's ruling on Berta's application for
suspensi on of deportation, Berta argues that the BIA erred in
viewi ng her two absences fromthe United States as constituting
meani ngful interruption of her continuous physical presence in
this country. There is substantial evidence to support the BIA s

finding. C. Rodriguez-Gutierrez v. INS, 59 F.3d 504, 507 (5th

Cir. 1995). Because the issue was neither raised by petitioners
in the adm ni strative proceedi ngs nor addressed by the BIAin its
ruling, we do not consider the petitioners' argunments concerning
the applicability of the ABC Settl enent Agreenent pursuant to

Anerican Baptist Churches v. Thornburgh, 760 F. Supp. 796 (N.D.
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Cal. 1991). See Mranda-Lores v. INS, 17 F.3d 84, 85 (5th Gr.

1994) .

The petition for review is DEN ED.



