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Fekade Worku petitions for review of an order of the Board of
| mm gration Appeals (“BIA”") affirm ng the i nmgration judge’ s deci -
sion to deny his applications for asylum wthholding of renoval,
and relief under the Convention Agai nst Torture (“CAT”). Wrku ar-

gues that the BIAerredinits determ nation that he had not estab-

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



lished that his detention and m streatnent was at | east partly no-
tivated by his actual or inputed political opinion as a supporter
of the Oronp Liberation Front (“OLF’). He also contends that the
BIAmsinterpreted his testinony regarding the reason his interro-
gator cane to suspect he was connected to the OLF

The record does not conpel a conclusion contrary to the BIA s
determ nation that Wrku had not established that he suffered past
persecution, or that he has a well-founded fear of future persecu-
tion, on account of his actual or inputed political opinion. See

Carbaj al -Gonzalez v. INS, 78 F.3d 194, 197 (5th Gr. 1996). There

is record evidence indicating that Wrku was detai ned pursuant to
an investigation of corruption and busi ness practices involving a
busi nessman from anot her country. The investigation of Wrku for
such possible violations does not constitute persecution. See Ab-

del -Masieh v. INS, 73 F.3d 579, 584 (5th Gr. 1996).

Accordingly, the BIA's determ nation that Worku is not enti -
tled to asylumis supported by substantial evidence and will not be

disturbed. See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76, 78 (5th Cr. 1994). Be-

cause Wirku cannot satisfy the standard for asylum he cannot neet
the nore denmandi ng standard for w thhol ding of renoval. See M k-

hael v. INS, 115 F.3d 299, 306 (5th Gr. 1997).

Wrku' s CAT claim is |ikew se unavailing, because he has
failed to showthat he will likely be tortured if heis returned to

Ethiopia. See Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F. 3d 899, 907 (5th Gr. 2002).

The petition for review is DEN ED.
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