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PER CURIAM:

Josue Mirrain De La Cruz-Siana (“Siana”), a native and citizen of Guatemala,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals dismissing his
appeal from the Immigration Judge’s denial of his applications for withholding of
removal and protection under the Convention Against Torture.

We have reviewed the record, including the transcript of Siana’s merits hearing,
his application for relief from removal, and all supporting evidence. We conclude that
the record evidence does not compel a ruling contrary to any of the administrative
findings of fact, see 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(b)(4)(B) (2012), and that substantial evidence
supports the Board’s decision affirming and adopting the Immigration Judge’s reasoning,

see INS v. Elias—Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 (1992). Nor do we discern any legal error

in the agency’s rejection of the proposed social group advanced by Siana. See Zelaya v.

Holder, 668 F.3d 159, 165-67 (4th Cir. 2012); Lizama v. Holder, 629 F.3d 440, 447 (4th

Cir. 2011); In re S-E-G-, 24 I. & N. Dec. 579, 584-88 (B.I.A. 2008); In re E-A-G-, 24 1.
& N. Dec. 591, 594-96 (B.1.A. 2008).
Accordingly, we deny the petition for review for the reasons stated by the Board.

See In re De La Cruz-Siana (B.I.A. May 19, 2016). We dispense with oral argument

because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

PETITION DENIED



