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    District Judge.

Valaria Molina, a native and citizen of El Salvador, petitions for review of

the Board of Immigration Appeals’ ("BIA") order dismissing her appeal from an

immigration judge’s ("IJ") decision denying her application for protection under
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the Convention Against Torture ("CAT").  Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C.

§ 1252.  We review factual findings for substantial evidence, Zheng v. Ashcroft,

332 F.3d 1186, 1193 (9th Cir. 2003), and we deny in part and dismiss in part the

petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s denial of CAT relief.  Although

Molina suffered an armed robbery and rape by suspected gang members in El

Salvador, the IJ permissibly found that she did not establish a likelihood of torture

by, at the instigation of, or with the consent or acquiescence of the El Salvadoran

government.  See id. at 1194 (acquiescence requires "both actual knowledge and

willful blindness" (internal quotation marks omitted)).

We lack jurisdiction to review Molina’s contention that the IJ abused her

discretion by failing to consider documents supporting Molina’s CAT claim

because Molina did not raise the issue in her brief to the BIA.   Barron v. Ashcroft,

358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004).

Finally, we reject Molina’s contention that the BIA failed to consider the

additional evidence that she submitted on appeal.  See Larita-Martinez v. INS, 220

F.3d 1092, 1095–96 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring alien to overcome presumption that

BIA considered all the relevant evidence).  

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.


