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FILED
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No. 02-60677
Summary Cal endar

GLORI A E. RODRI GUEZ; DAVI D GABRI EL RODRI GUEZ,
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
Bl A Nos. A74 636 443
A74 636 444

Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY and SMTH, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Goria E. Rodriguez and David G Rodriguez petition this court
for review of an order of the Board of |Inmm gration Appeals (BlIA)
dism ssing their appeal fromthe denial of their applications for
asyl um and wi t hhol di ng of deportation.

The Rodriguezes argue that the I nmgration Judge (1J) and the

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



Bl A erroneously concl uded that the Rodriguezes each failed to show
that they qualified for asylum They argue that the IJ failed to
consi der evi dence of persecution, including David' s dism ssal from
his job, his subsequent unsuccessful attenpts to obtain |egal
redress, and threats against the famly. After review ng the
evi dence, we conclude that the BIA's finding that the Rodri guezes
were not refugees eligible for asylumwas supported by reasonabl e
and substantial evidence and that the Rodriguezes failed to show
that the evidence they presented “was such that a reasonable
factfinder would have to conclude that the requisite fear of
persecution existed.” See |.N S. v. Elias-Zacarias, 112 S.C. 812,
815 (1992).

The Rodriguezes al so argue that because they were proceeding
pro se, the 1J's failure to provide additional assistance in the
factual devel opnent of their clains denied them a full and fair
opportunity to present their clains. This court, however, has held
that an 1J has no duty “to develop the facts necessary to prove
[the alien’s] case.” Lopez-Rodriguez v. I.N S., No. 93-5242 at *15
(5th Cr. Mar. 24, 1994) (unpublished).?

Accordingly, the petition for reviewis

DENI ED.

1'n accordance with 5th Cir. 47.5.3, unpublished opinions
i ssued before January 1, 1996, are precedent.
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