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PER CURIAM: 

 Israel Acuno Rubio, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of an 

order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) dismissing Rubio’s appeal from the 

Immigration Judge’s denial of Rubio’s applications for withholding of removal and 

protection under the Convention Against Torture.  We have thoroughly reviewed the 

administrative record and conclude that substantial evidence supports the Board’s 

determinations.  With regard to Rubio’s allegations of ineffective assistance of counsel, 

we lack jurisdiction to review these claims because Rubio did not properly raise them 

before the Board.  See Massis v. Mukasey, 549 F.3d 631, 638 (4th Cir. 2008) (“[U]nder 8 

U.S.C. § 1252(d)(1), an alien’s failure to dispute an issue on appeal to the [Board] 

constitutes a failure to exhaust administrative remedies that bars judicial review.”).  For 

the remainder of Rubio’s claims, we deny the petition for review for the reasons stated by 

the Board.  See In re Rubio (B.I.A. May 15, 2018).  Accordingly, we deny 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 

 


