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Jose Ismael Quintanilla Rodriguez, a native and citizen of El Salvador, 

petitions pro se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order 

dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s decision denying his 

application for asylum, withholding of removal, and relief under the Convention 
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without oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2). 
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Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We 

review de novo questions of law.  Bhattarai v. Lynch, 835 F.3d 1037, 1042 (9th 

Cir. 2016).  We grant the petition for review and we remand. 

In his appeal brief to the BIA, Quintanilla Rodriguez raised a request to 

remand his proceedings to submit further evidence of his claims.  In his opening 

brief, Quintanilla Rodriguez contends the BIA erred by failing to address that 

argument.  We agree.  See Sagaydak v. Gonzales, 405 F.3d 1035, 1040 (9th Cir. 

2005) (“[T]he BIA [is] not free to ignore arguments raised by a petitioner.”); see 

also Andia v. Ashcroft, 359 F.3d 1181, 1184 (9th Cir. 2004) (“In reviewing the 

decision of the BIA, we consider only the grounds relied upon by that agency.  If 

we conclude that the BIA’s decision cannot be sustained upon its reasoning, we 

must remand to allow the agency to decide any issues remaining in the case.”).  

Thus, we grant the petition for review and remand to the agency for further 

proceedings consistent with this disposition.  See INS v. Ventura, 537 U.S. 12, 16-

18 (2002) (per curiam).  

In light of this disposition, we do not reach the merits of Quintanilla 

Rodriguez’s asylum, withholding of removal, and CAT claims. 

The parties shall bear their own costs on appeal. 

Quintanilla Rodriguez’s removal is stayed pending a decision by the BIA. 

PETITION FOR REVIEW GRANTED; REMANDED. 


