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Tania Carolina Barahona Rodas and her daughter, natives and citizens of
Honduras, petition pro se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’
(“BIA”) order dismissing their appeal from an immigration judge’s (“1J”’) decision

denying their application for asylum, withholding of removal, and relief under the
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Convention Against 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, Jiang v. Holder, 754
F.3d 733, 738 (9th Cir. 2014). We deny the petition for review.

Petitioners concede that Barahona Rodas’ experiences did not rise to the
level of persecution, but fear future harm in Honduras based on two proposed
social groups. Substantial evidence supports the agency’s finding that petitioners
failed to establish a likelihood of future persecution by the government of
Honduras or individuals that the government is unable or unwilling to control. See
Castro-Perez v. Gonzales, 409 F.3d 1069, 1072 (9th Cir. 2005); see also Mashiri v.
Ashcroft, 383 F.3d 1112, 1119 (9th Cir. 2004) (source of persecution must be the
government or forces that the government is unwilling or unable to control). Thus,
petitioners’ asylum claim fails.

In this case, because petitioners did not establish eligibility for asylum, they
failed to establish eligibility for withholding of removal. See Zehatye, 453 F.3d at
1190.

Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s denial of CAT relief because
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petitioners failed to show it is more likely than not that they would be tortured by
or with the consent or acquiescence of the government of Honduras. See Garcia-
Milian v. Holder, 755 F.3d 1026, 1034-35 (9th Cir. 2014) (concluding that
petitioner did not establish the necessary “state action” for CAT relief).

Finally, we reject petitioners’ contentions that the 1J violated their due
process rights. See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring
error to prevail on a due process claim).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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