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minor sons (collectively, Petitioners) seek review of a Board of Immigration 

Appeals’ (BIA) decision denying their applications for asylum, withholding of 

removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). When, as 

here, the BIA conducts its own review of the evidence and law, we must limit our 

review to the BIA’s decision “except to the extent that the [immigration judge’s] 

opinion is expressly adopted.” Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d 1034, 1039 (9th Cir. 

2010) (quoting Hosseini v. Gonzales, 471 F.3d 953, 957 (9th Cir. 2006)). We have 

jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252, and we deny the petition. 

 Petitioners do not challenge in their opening brief the BIA’s dispositive 

finding that their proposed particular social group was not cognizable because it was 

impermissibly defined by the harm suffered. Petitioners likewise make no specific 

and distinct argument that the BIA erred in concluding that they did not show the 

clear likelihood of torture by or with the acquiescence of a government official upon 

removal to Mexico, which is required for CAT relief. See Xochihua-Jaimes v. Barr, 

962 F.3d 1175, 1183 (9th Cir. 2020). Therefore, any challenges to these 

determinations that are dispositive of Petitioners’ claims for relief are forfeited. See 

Nguyen v. Barr, 983 F.3d 1099, 1102 (9th Cir. 2020). 

 PETITION DENIED.  


