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PER CURI AM

Rachel Awuli Ajebon, a native and citizen of N geria,
petitions this court for review of a final order of the Board of
Il mm gration Appeals (“BIA”) affirmng, wthout opinion, the
immgration judge's denial of asylum and w thhol ding of renoval.
Aj ebon chal | enges the BI A's concl usi on that her asylumapplication
failed to denonstrate either past persecution or a well-founded
fear of future persecution driven by the inputed political opinions
of her husband.

W find no basis to overturn the Bl A's decision, however. The
evidence in the record indicates that the exanples of past
di scrimnation on which A ebon relied were not driven by inputed

political opinion. See MA. v. INS, 899 F.2d 304, 307 (4th Gr.

1990) (en banc). Li kewi se, the record indicates that changed
circunstances undermne Ajebon’s assertion that her fear of

persecution should she returnto Nigeriais well-founded. See Chen

V. INS, 195 F. 3d 198, 201-02 (4th Cr. 1999); Gebrem chael v. INS,
10 F. 3d 28, 37 (1st Cir. 1993).

Accordingly, we deny A ebon’s petition for review W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are

adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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