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Jose David Morales-Guerra (Mrales), a citizen of E
Sal vador, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals (BIA) affirmng the inmgration judge s (1J)
deni al of Morales’ s application for wthholding of renobval under
the Immgration and Nationality Act (INA).

This court usually reviews only the BI A s decision, not that
of the IJ, except to the extent that the 1J’s decision influences

the BIA. MKkhael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th Gr. 1997).

Because the Bl A adopted and affirnmed the 1J' s decision, however,

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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the 1J's decision is the final agency determ nation for judicial
review. |d.

To obtain w thhol ding of renoval under the INA an applicant
“must show that it is nore likely than not that his life or
freedom woul d be threatened by persecution,” based on his
political opinion, race, religion, nationality, or nmenbership in

a particular social group. Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F. 3d 899, 906

(5th Gr. 2002) (quotation marks omtted). W review for
substanti al evidence the determ nation that an alien is not
entitled to withholding of renoval. See id. at 905-06.

Moral es contends that the 1J erred by determ ning that he
had not shown it was nore likely than not he would be subjected
to persecution because of his fornmer enploynent as a police
officer, if he returned to El Sal vador. The record does not
conpel a finding that Morales net his burden to show that he was

entitled to withhol ding of renoval under the INA. See Roy v.

Ashcroft, 389 F.3d 132, 138-39 (5th Cr. 2004). Thus, Mbrales
has failed to show that the IJ's decision was not supported by

substanti al evi dence. See M khael, 115 F.3d at 302.

The petition for review is DEN ED.



