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Wilder Benedicto Barrios Juarez, a native and citizen of Guatemala,
petitions pro se for review of an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals

(“BIA”) summarily affirming the decision of an Immigration Judge (“1J”’) denying
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his application for asylum and withholding of removal, and request for relief under
the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C.
§ 1252. Where, as here, the BIA summarily affirms the 1J’s decision, we review
the 1J’s decision as the final agency determination. Renteria-Morales v. Mukasey,
551 F.3d 1076, 1081 (9th Cir. 2008). We deny the petition.

1. Construed liberally, Barrios Juarez’s pro se brief does not challenge the
1J’s dispositive determination that his proposed particular social groups are
not defined with sufficient particularity and are not socially distinct. Lopez-
Vasquez v. Holder, 706 F.3d 1072, 107980 (9th Cir. 2013) (recognizing that
issues not specifically raised and argued in a party’s opening brief are waived).
Even if this issue is not waived, Barrios Juarez has not presented sufficient
evidence to compel a finding that Guatemalan society perceives the proposed
social groups as distinct. See Villegas Sanchez v. Garland, 990 F.3d 1173, 1180—
82 (9th Cir. 2021). Because Barrios Juarez’s failure to establish a cognizable
social group is dispositive as to his asylum and withholding of removal claims, we
need not address any other component of the 1J’s reasoning. See Nguyen v. Barr,
983 F.3d 1099, 1104 (9th Cir. 2020).

2. Substantial evidence supports the 1J’s denial of CAT relief because
Barrios Juarez failed to show it is more likely than not he will be tortured by or

with the consent or acquiescence of the government if returned to Guatemala. See



Zheng v. Ashcroft, 332 F.3d 1186, 1194 (9th Cir. 2003).

PETITION DENIED.



