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PER CURIAM: 

 Maria Gloria Vasquez-Mebo, a native and citizen of Peru, petitions for review of an 

order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) dismissing her appeal from the 

Immigration Judge’s decision denying the relief of deferral of removal under the 

Convention Against Torture (CAT) and ordering her removal from the United States.   

 We have considered Vasquez-Mebo’s challenges to the denial of deferral of removal 

under the CAT.  To be granted that relief, Vasquez-Mebo must demonstrate that it is more 

likely than not that she will be tortured if she returns to Peru.  See 8 C.F.R. § 208.16(c)(2) 

(2025).  Because this Court reviews the denial of relief under the CAT for substantial 

evidence, “[t]he agency’s ‘findings of fact are conclusive unless any reasonable adjudicator 

would be compelled to conclude to the contrary.’”  Nasrallah v. Bar, 590 U.S. 573, 584 

(2020) (quoting 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B)).  Relevant legal determinations are subject to 

de novo review.  Turkson v. Holder, 667 F.3d 523, 527 (4th Cir. 2012).  Upon review, we 

find that the record evidence does not compel reversal of the agency’s denial of relief. 

 Accordingly, we deny the petition for review.  In re Vasquez-Mebo (B.I.A. July 12, 

2024).  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 

 

 


