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Jose Luis Martin Reyes, a native and citizen of Guatemala, petitions 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 protection under the Convention Against
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without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).

Torture (“CAT”). We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for
substantial evidence the agency’s factual findings, Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d
1182, 1184-85 (9th Cir. 2006), and review de novo claims of due process
violations in immigration proceedings, Simeonov v. Ashcroft, 371 F.3d 532, 535
(9th Cir. 2004). We deny the petition for review.
Reyes testified that in Guatemala unknown individuals assaulted him during
a university protest and his mother received threats, and Reyes also testified he
fears the Guatemalan government may target him if he returns. Substantial
evidence supports the agency’s determination that Reyes failed to meet his burden
of proof for asylum or withholding of removal. See INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502
U.S. 478, 481-83 (1992) (applicant must provide some evidence, direct or
circumstantial, that the persecutor was or would be motivated by a protected
ground).
Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s denial of Reyes’s CAT
claim because he failed to establish it is more likely than not that he would be
tortured if returned to Guatemala. See Zheng v. Holder, 644 F.3d 829, 835 (9th
Cir. 2011).
Finally, we reject Reyes’s contention related to streamlining and his
contention that the BIA failed to provide a reasoned explanation for its decision.
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See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring error for a due
process violation).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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