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PER CURIAM:

Edwyn Enrique Gomez-Castro (Gomez), a native and citizen of Honduras, petitions
for review of the order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) dismissing his appeal
from the immigration judge’s denial of his applications for asylum, withholding of
removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). In this court, as in
his administrative appeal, Gomez challenges only the denial of his request for CAT relief.
For the reasons explained below, we deny the petition for review.

To qualify for protection under the CAT, an applicant bears the burden of
establishing that “it is more likely than not that he or she would be tortured if removed to
the proposed country of removal.” 8 C.F.R. 8 1208.16(c)(2). To state a prima facie case
for relief, an applicant must show that he or she will be subject to “severe pain or suffering,
whether physical or mental, . . . [that] is inflicted by or at the instigation of or with the
consent or acquiescence of a public official or other person acting in an official capacity.”
8 C.F.R. §1208.18(a)(1); see Rodriguez-Arias v. Whitaker, 915 F.3d 968, 971 (4th Cir.
2019). The applicant need not prove the torture would be inflicted on account of a
protected ground. Dankam v. Gonzales, 495 F.3d 113, 115 (4th Cir. 2007). While we
review for substantial evidence the relevant factual findings related to the denial of CAT
relief, we review de novo the involved legal determinations. Rodriguez-Arias, 915 F.3d at
972.

In considering Gomez’s challenges to the denial of CAT relief, we have reviewed
the administrative record, including the transcript of his merits hearing and all supporting

evidence. We conclude that the record evidence does not compel a ruling contrary to any
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of the agency’s factual findings, see 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B); substantial evidence
supports the relevant factual findings, see Nasrallah v. Barr, 140 S. Ct. 1683, 1692 (2020);
and the agency committed no legal error in its adjudication of Gomez’s CAT claim,
Rodriguez-Arias, 915 F.3d at 972. Accordingly, we uphold the denial of protection under
the CAT for the reasons stated by the Board. In re Gomez-Castro (B.l.A. Feb. 6, 2020).

We therefore 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



