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PER CURI AM

Barinder Singh Marya, a native and citizen of India
seeks review of an order of the Board of Immgration Appeals
(Board) affirmng without opinion the imrmgration judge s decision
ordering Marya' s renoval for having been convicted of a crinme of
donestic violence under 8 U S.C. 8§ 1227(a)(2)(E)(i) (2000). W
have revi ewed the adm nistrative record and concl ude that the Board
and the immgration judge did not err in finding that Marya's
conviction for assault and battery of a famly nmenber, in violation
of Virginia Code 8§ 18.2-57.2 (M chie 2004), constituted a crinme of
donestic viol ence under the i nm gration statutes and t herefore nade
Marya subject to renoval.

W al so note that although Marya’s convi cti on was anended
to sinple assault, Mrya has not shown that the anendnent was
related to or called into question the integrity of the nerits of

his original conviction. Thus, his original conviction my be

considered for immgration purposes. Cf. Yanez-Popp v. INS, 998
F.2d 231, 235 (4th GCir. 1993) (“[Unless a conviction is vacated on
its merits, a revoked state conviction is still a ‘conviction’ for

federal immgration purposes.”); see also Inre Pickering, 23 1. &

N. Dec. 621, 624 (BIA 2003) (“If, however, a court vacates a
conviction for reasons unrelated to the nmerits of the underlying

crimnal proceedings, the respondent remains ‘convicted for



i mm gration purposes.”). No remand for further proceedings is
necessary.

We accordingly deny the petition for review. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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