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child A.J.L.P., all natives and citizens of Guatemala, petition for review of a 

decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals affirming an immigration judge’s 

denial of Lemus-Garcia’s applications for asylum, withholding of removal, and 

protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT).1 We have jurisdiction 

under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a), and we deny the petition. 

We review the agency’s factual findings for substantial evidence; under that 

standard, we must uphold the findings “unless any reasonable adjudicator would be 

compelled to conclude to the contrary.” Garland v. Ming Dai, 593 U.S. 357, 365 

(2021) (quoting 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B)). 

The Board determined that Jutiapa, Guatemala, “is a safe area where 

[Lemus-Garcia] could relocate.” That finding is supported by substantial evidence, 

and it is a sufficient basis, independent of the Board’s other findings, for rejecting 

Lemus-Garcia’s asylum and withholding of removal claims. See Duran-Rodriguez 

v. Barr, 918 F.3d 1025, 1029 (9th Cir. 2019). 

Lemus-Garcia does not contest that he is able to relocate from Guatemala 

City to Jutiapa, where he spent almost one year before coming to the United States. 

As the Board explained, relocation to Jutiapa would be reasonable because Jutiapa 

is Lemus-Garcia’s hometown; he still has family members living there; and he was 

 
1 We do not reach Lemus-Garcia’s CAT claim, which Lemus-Garcia has forfeited 

by failing to make any relevant arguments in his opening brief. See Lopez-Vasquez 

v. Holder, 706 F.3d 1072, 1079–80 (9th Cir. 2013). 
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able to find work there to support his family and pay for the journey to the United 

States. Although Lemus-Garcia alleged that he fears returning to Guatemala 

because “gang members reside in different parts of the country” and because he 

was informed by his father that “those gang members are spreading throughout the 

country,” he presented no evidence that the gang members are present in Jutiapa, 

which is located more than three hours from Guatemala City by bus. Thus, Lemus-

Garcia has not shown that the record compels reversal of the Board’s relocation 

finding. See Duran-Rodriguez, 918 F.3d at 1029 (rejecting asylum and withholding 

of removal claims based on the applicant’s ability to safely relocate from his 

hometown to a different part of Mexico).  

The temporary stay of removal will remain in place until the issuance of the 

mandate, and the motion to stay removal (Dkt. No. 3) is otherwise denied. 

PETITION DENIED. 


