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Maria Del Rosario Molina petitions this court for review of
the Board of Inmgration Appeals’ (“BlIA’) decision affirmng the
| mm gration Judge’'s (“1J”) order denying Mdlina s application for
cancel l ati on of renoval pursuant to 8 U S.C. 8§ 1229b(b)(1), as
wel | as her request for voluntary departure. Mbdlina argues that:
(1) the federal crine for which she was previously convicted did
not involve noral turpitude; (2) her federal crinme was not an

aggravated felony offense; (3) the |IJ erred by admtting

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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uncertified evidence that her application for tenporary resident
status had been denied; and (4) the 1J erred by not allow ng
testinony regarding hardship to famly nmenbers resulting from her
renoval. Because Mdlina does not warrant any relief, we
pretermt any jurisdictional issues under 8 U S. C

8§ 1252(a)(2)(C). See United States v. Alvarez, 210 F.3d 309, 310

(5th Gir. 2000).

This court reviews only the decision of the BI A and not that
of the Imm gration Judge, except to the extent that the decision
of the Immgration Judge influenced the BIA's decision. See

Carbajal -Gonzales v. INS, 78 F.3d 194, 197 (5th G r. 1996). This

court conducts a de novo review of the BIA's legal rulings but

“Wll defer to the BIA's interpretation of inmgration

regulations if the interpretation is reasonable.” Lopez-Gonez v.

Ashcroft, 263 F.3d 442, 444 (5th Cr. 2001). Fact findings are
reviewed for substantial evidence. See id.

The BIA's denial of Mdlina s application for cancellation of
removal pursuant to 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1229b(a) was not erroneous because
Molina failed to submt any evidence showi ng that she was a
permanent resident alien. See 8 CF.R 8§ 240.11(e)(2001)(alien
bears burden of proof to showeligibility for cancell ation of
renmoval ). Mbdlina does not challenge the BIA s determ nation that
she abandoned her application for cancellation of renoval
pursuant to 8 U S.C. 8§ 1229b(b). She has therefore not shown

that the BIA erred in denying relief under that subsection.

Accordingly, Mdlina s petition for review is DEN ED



