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Liviu Rif, a native and citizen of Romania, petitions this
court to review the decision of the Board of Inmgration Appeals
(BI'A) denying his application for asylum w thholding of renoval,
and relief under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). Rif
argues that he denonstrated exceptional circunstances for his
failure to tinely file his application for asylum He naintains
t hat he denonstrated past persecution because of his political

opi nion and that he would likely be persecuted on that basis in

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Romania in the future. He also argues that he is entitled to
relief under the CAT.

We have no jurisdiction to reviewthe BIA's determ nation on
the tineliness of Rif’s asylumapplication. See 8 U S. C
§ 1158(a)(3). That portion of Rif's petition for review
chal  enging the denial of asylumis dism ssed.

After review ng the record, we conclude that substanti al
evi dence supports the finding that Rif did not show that he was
persecut ed because of his political opinion or that he is |ikely
to be persecuted because of his political opinion upon his
renoval to Romania. Rif thus has not shown that the BIA erred in

denying his application for withholding of renoval. M khael V.

INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th Cr. 1997); Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d 76,
78 (5th Cir. 1994).

We also find that substantial evidence supports the
determnation that Rf was not entitled to relief under the CAT
because he did not establish that he would be tortured upon his
return to Romania. See 8 CF. R § 208.18(a)(1), (a)(2); Bah v.

Ashcroft, 341 F.3d 348, 351-52 (5th Cr. 2003); Efe v. Ashcroft,

293 F. 3d 899, 907 (5th Cr. 2002). Accordingly, Rf’'s petition
for review of the BIA' s denial of his application for w thhol ding
of renoval and relief under the CAT is deni ed.

PETI TI ON FOR REVI EW DI SM SSED | N PART, DEN ED I N PART.



