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Mario Quintanilla-Jurado, a native and citizen of El Salvador, petitions for

review of a Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) decision dismissing his

appeal of the Immigration Judge’s (“1J”’) denial of his application for withholding

of removal and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We
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have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. The BIA’s denials of withholding of
removal and CAT claims are reviewed for substantial evidence. Duran-Rodriguez
v. Barr, 918 F.3d 1025, 1028 (9th Cir. 2019). We “must uphold the agency
determination unless the evidence compels a contrary conclusion.” Id. Pure legal
issues are reviewed de novo. Rivera-Peraza v. Holder, 684 F.3d 906, 909 (9th
Cir. 2012). We deny Mr. Quintanilla-Jurado’s petition for review.

First, the BIA denied Mr. Quintanilla-Jurado’s withholding of removal
claim because he proposed two particular social groups that were not properly
raised before the 1J. The BIA properly declined to review the new groups for the
first time on appeal. See In re J-Y-C-, 24 1. & N. Dec. 260, 261 n.1 (BIA 2007).
Under the facts of this case, Mr. Quintanilla-Jurado did not exhaust “all
administrative remedies available to [him] as of right.” 8 U.S.C. § 1252(d)(1).
We therefore deny the petition as to Mr. Quintanilla-Jurado’s withholding of
removal claim.

Second, substantial evidence supports the BIA’s finding that Mr.
Quintanilla-Jurado was ineligible for protection under CAT. To qualify for CAT
protection, a movant bears the burden of proving that it is more likely than not
that he would be tortured by or with the acquiescence of the government if
removed. See Santos-Ponce v. Wilkinson, 987 F.3d 886, 891 (9th Cir. 2021). The
BIA did not err by finding that the evidence presented fails to establish that it is
more likely than not that the government of El Salvador would acquiesce in Mr.

Quintanilla-Jurado’s torture. See Andrade-Garcia v. Lynch, 828 F.3d 829, 836



(9th Cir. 2016) (finding “inability to bring the criminals to justice” and “general
ineffectiveness on the government’s part to investigate and prevent crime will not
suffice to show acquiescence”). We therefore deny the petition as to Mr.
Quintanilla-Jurado’s CAT claim.

Finally, Mr. Quintanilla-Jurado has not established that the IJ violated his
due process rights. Mr. Quintanilla-Jurado’s allegation that the IJ did not
adequately weigh the evidence does not overcome the presumption that the 1J
reviewed all relevant evidence or establish that the alleged violation affected the
outcome of the proceeding. See Lata v. I.N.S., 204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir.
2000); Larita-Martinez v. LN.S., 220 F.3d 1092, 1095-96 (9th Cir. 2000).

The petition for review is DENIED.



