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Poal a M | and Leni s- Guzrman requests review of the May 16, 2003,
denial by the Board of Inm gration Appeals (BIA) of her notion to
reopen based upon changed conditions in Col onbia. She argues that
t here was substanti al evidence before the Imm gration Judge (1J) to
support a finding that she suffered past persecution and had a
wel | -founded fear of future persecution by a guerrilla group in
Col onbi a based upon her nenbership in a particular social group,

nanmely the group of upper mddle-class Col onbi ans who have been

! Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



bribed and threatened by guerilla groups because of their
soci oecononm ¢ st atus. She argues that, when she filed her
application for asylum the State Departnent had taken the view
that guerilla groups in Colonbia were fragnented with little
organi zed cooperation. She states that, by 2003, when she filed
her notion to reopen, the State Departnent reported the breakdown
of the peace process between the Col onbian governnent and the
guerrillas. She asserts that, based upon this new evidence, the
BIA erred in denying her notion to reopen.

Because Lenis did not file a petition for review within 30
days of the BIA s Decenber 11, 2002, final order, denying her
applications for asylumand w thhol ding of renoval, we do not have

jurisdiction to review that order. See Karim an-Kaklaki v. | NS

997 F.2d 108, 111 (5th Cr. 1993).

Lenis’ notion to reopen and the attached docunent from the
State Departnent did not denonstrate a particularized connection
bet ween t he feared persecution and her race, religion, nationality,
menbership in a particular social group, or political opinion. See

Faddoul v. INS, 37 F.3d 185, 188 (5th Cr. 1994). This was an

explicit basis for the |J's decision, denying her application for
asylum As she failed to address one of the grounds by the IJ for
denyi ng her asylum application, she did not show that her case
warr ant ed reopeni ng. Accordingly, Lenis has not shown that the Bl A

abused its discretion in denying her notion to reopen. See INS v.



Doherty, 502 U. S. 314, 322 (1992); see also 8 CF. R § 1003.2(a).

Her petition for review is therefore DEN ED



