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PER CURIAM:

Christine Boateng-Walker, a native and citizen of
Ghana, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
Immigration Appeals (“Board”) affirming the immigration judge’s
denial of her request for withholding of removal. “To qualify
for withholding of removal, a petitioner must show that [s]he
faces a clear probability of persecution because of [her] race,
religion, nationality, membership iIn a particular social group,

or political opinion.” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 324 n.13 (4th

Cir. 2002) (citing INS v. Stevic, 467 U.S. 407, 430 (1984)); see

8 U.S.C. 8§ 1231(b)(3)(A) (2006); 8 C.F.R. 8 1208.16(b) (2010).
Boateng-Walker challenges the determination that her testimony
was not credible, and that she otherwise failed to meet her
burden of proof for withholding of removal.

Administrative findings of fact are conclusive unless
any reasonable adjudicator would be compelled to decide to the
contrary. 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B) (2006). We accord broad,
though not unlimited, deference to credibility findings

supported by substantial evidence. Camara v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d

361, 367 (4th Cir. 2004). We will uphold the final agency
determination if it is “not manifestly contrary to law.” Id.
(internal quotation marks omitted).

Based on our review of the record and the decisions of

both the immigration judge and the Board, we conclude that
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substantial evidence supports the Board’s determination that
Boateng-Walker  failed to establish her entitlement to
withholding of removal. We therefore deny the petition for
review. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented i1In the materials
before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

PETITION DENIED




