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 Juan de Juan y Juan (Juan), a native and citizen of Guatemala, and his 

derivative beneficiaries (his wife, Santos Francisco Esteban, and their minor 
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children) petition for review of a decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals 

(BIA) dismissing their appeal from an order of an Immigration Judge (IJ) 

denying their consolidated applications for asylum, withholding of removal, and 

protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). We have jurisdiction 

under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We deny the petition for review. 

 “Where, as here, the BIA cites Matter of Burbano, 20 I. & N. Dec. 872, 

874 (BIA 1994), and also provides its own review of the evidence and law, we 

review both the IJ’s and BIA’s decisions.” Aguilar Fermin v. Barr, 958 F.3d 

887, 891 (9th Cir. 2020) (citation omitted). We review the agency’s factual 

findings—including adverse credibility determinations—concerning the denial 

of asylum, withholding of removal, and CAT claims for substantial evidence. 

Dong v. Garland, 50 F.4th 1291, 1296 (9th Cir. 2022).  

 The agency found not only that Juan lacked credibility and could not 

sustain his burden of proof, but it also provided alternative, independently 

sufficient reasons for denying each of his claims, even assuming the truth of 

Juan’s testimony. Specifically, the agency concluded that Juan’s asylum 

application was time-barred; that his withholding claim failed for lack of a well-

founded fear of persecution and the absence of any nexus to any cognizable 

particular social group (or any other protected ground); and that he failed to 

establish the requisite likelihood of torture, or government acquiescence or 

consent in such torture, for CAT relief. Because Petitioners do not address these 

dispositive issues “with any specificity in [their] briefs,” they have abandoned 
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their claims for asylum, withholding, and CAT relief before this court. Rios v. 

Lynch, 807 F.3d 1123, 1125 n.1 (9th Cir. 2015).1 

Even if Petitioners had not abandoned their claims by failing to address 

these dispositive holdings, their claims would still fail because the agency’s 

adverse credibility determination was supported by substantial evidence, as was 

the agency’s finding that the Petitioners’ corroborating evidence was 

inconsistent and insufficient to carry their burden. The IJ identified numerous 

material inconsistencies in Juan’s testimony, provided him an adequate 

opportunity to explain them, and sufficiently considered his explanations before 

rejecting them. See Rizk v. Holder, 629 F.3d 1083, 1088 (9th Cir. 2011), 

overruled in part on other grounds by Alam v. Garland, 11 F.4th 1133, 1135–37 

(9th Cir. 2021); Li v. Holder, 738 F.3d 1160, 1166 (9th Cir. 2013). Taking “the 

totality of the circumstances into account,” substantial evidence supports the 

agency’s dispositive adverse credibility determination. Kumar v. Garland, 18 

F.4th 1148, 1153 (9th Cir. 2021). 

The petition for review is DENIED.  

 
1 In addition, Petitioners do not address the BIA’s analogous conclusion that 

Petitioners waived any challenge to the denial of Juan’s asylum and withholding 

claims before the agency by failing to “contest these issues except in the most 

general of terms.”  


