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Bl anca Lidia Agquino, a native and citizen of Guatenal a,
petitions this court for review of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s’ (BIA) affirmance of the Immgration Judge’s (I1J) denial
of her applications for political asylum and w thhol di ng of
deportation. Aquino argues that the evidence was sufficient to
support a finding of past persecution and a well-founded fear of
persecution based on her “inputed” political opinion. She

further asserts that the BIA's “boil erpl ate deci sion” was

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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i nproper, that customary principals of international |law apply to
her case, and that the BIA abused its discretion in failing to
consi der proposed regulations that allegedly authorize asylum
relief to victinms of donestic violence.

When, as in this case, the Bl A adopts w thout opinion the

| J's decision, this court reviews the |1J' s deci sion. M khael v.

|.N.S., 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th Cr. 1997). Here, the IJ's
determ nation that Aquino had not shown past persecution or a
wel | -founded fear of future persecution if returned to Guatenal a

was supported by substantial evidence. See Ontunez-Tursios v.

Ashcroft, 303 F.3d 341, 350 (5th Cr. 2002); Gonez-Mejia V.

|.N.S., 56 F.3d 700, 702 (5th GCr. 1995).
Aqui no’ s argunent that the BIA's summary affirmance was

i nproper lacks nerit. See Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830,

832-33 (5th Gr. 2003). Simlarly, Aquino’s claimthat she
shoul d be granted a tenporary safe haven in this country fails
since international |aw does not apply where, as here, there is

controlling legislation. See Gsbert v. United States Attorney

Gen., 988 F.2d 1437, 1447 (5th Gr. 1993). This court |acks
jurisdiction to consider Aquino s asylunidonestic violence
argunent since she failed to present it to the Bl A and, thus,
failed to exhaust her admnistrative renmedies wth respect to

that claim See Rodriguez v. INS, 9 F.3d 408, 414 (5th Cr

1993) .
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For the foregoing reasons, Aquino’s petition for reviewis

DENI ED.



