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PER CURIAM:

Zouwera Salifou, a native and citizen of Togo,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Immigration
Appeals (““Board”) dismissing her appeal Tfrom the 1mmigration
judge’s denial of Salifou’s request to renew her applications
for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under the
Convention Against Torture. The Board’s order also denied
Salifou’s motion to remand.

We have thoroughly reviewed the record, including the
prior decisions of the immigration court and the Board,
Salifou”s motions to reopen and remand, and the supporting
evidence, and conclude that the record evidence does not compel
a ruling contrary to any of the administrative factual findings.
See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B) (2006). We have also reviewed the
denial of Salifou’s motion to remand and find no abuse of

discretion. See Onyeme v. INS, 146 F.3d 227, 234 (4th Cir.

1998) (setting forth standard of review).

Although we review legal i1ssues de novo, see LI Fang

Lin v. Mukasey, 517 F.3d 685, 691-92 (4th Cir. 2008), we find no

support for Salifou’s contention that she was entitled to a

remand under Dada v. Mukasey, 554 U.S. 1 (2008), for a factual

assessment as to her continued interest iIn voluntary departure
following the Tfiling of her motion to remand. We further

discern no error in the agency’s conclusion that review, upon
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reopening, was limited to Salifou’s eligibility for voluntary

departure. See Jungming Li v. Holder, 656 F.3d 898, 904 n.l1

(9th Cir. 2011) (explaining that nothing in Matter of M-D-, 24

I. & N. Dec. 138, 141 (B.1.A. 2007), “suggests that a petitioner
could use the remand as a venue to challenge orders denying
relief that the [Board] has affirmed” and clarifying that the
case merely recognizes the immigration judge’s authority to
consider new evidence if i1t would support a motion to reopen the
proceedings). Finally, we conclude that the Board properly
declined to reinstate Salifou’s grant of voluntary departure
pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 1240.26(c)(3)(11) (2013).

We therefore deny the petition for review for the

reasons stated by the Board. See In re: Salifou (B.I1.A. Nov.

30, 2012). We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented i1in the materials
before this court and argument would not aid the decisional

process.

PETITION DENIED




