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Saira Yamileth Garcia-de Iraheta and Keila Sofia Iraheta-Garcia, natives and
citizens of El Salvador, petition for review of an order of the Board of Immigration
Appeals (BIA) affirming the decision of an immigration judge (1J) denying their
applications for asylum, statutory withholding of removal, and relief under the
Convention Against Torture (CAT). We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252,
and we deny the petition for review.

The BIA did not err in concluding that Petitioners failed to meaningfully
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challenge the 1J’s denial of asylum, withholding of removal, and relief under the
CAT. Petitioners’ brief before the BIA was not sufficient to put it on notice of
their challenge to the 1J’s determinations that they failed to establish they were
members of a cognizable particular social group and that they failed to show it was
more likely than not that they would be tortured if returned to El Salvador. See
Umana-Escobar v. Garland, 69 F.4th 544, 550 (9th Cir. 2023). In their petition for
review, Petitioners do not challenge the BIA’s determinations that they waived
these dispositive issues. Accordingly, they have forfeited review of the waiver
determinations, and the issues are unexhausted. See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94
F.3d 1256, 125960 (9th Cir. 1996) (stating that issues not specifically raised and
argued in a party’s opening brief are waived). And, because the government
properly raised the exhaustion requirement, we may not review Petitioners’
unexhausted challenges to the 1J’s dispositive determinations. See Shen v.
Garland, 109 F.4th 1144, 1157 (9th Cir. 2024). Thus, we deny the petition.

PETITION DENIED.
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