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PER CURIAM:

Ricardo Gonzalez, a native and citizen of El Salvador, petitions for review of an
order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) dismissing his appeal of the
immigration judge’s (1J) decision denying his applications for withholding of removal
and protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). We have thoroughly
reviewed the record, including the transcript of Gonzalez’s merits hearing and all
supporting evidence. We conclude that the record evidence does not compel a ruling
contrary to the finding that Gonzalez could safely relocate in El Salvador to avoid future
persecution, see 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B) (2012), and that substantial evidence supports
the Board’s decision, INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 (1992). We further
conclude that, because Gonzalez failed to exhaust his challenge to the 1J’s decision
denying his application for protection under the CAT, we are without jurisdiction to
review that portion of his claim. See Urbina v. Holder, 745 F.3d 736, 741 (4th Cir. 2014)
(dismissing in part petition for review for failure to exhaust).

Accordingly, we deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for review. 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 IN PART; DISMISSED IN PART



